_— gem gn penn Cen etegnmm—————e—s n 
1 ff 


REFLECTIONS 
-ON THE 


| | | | 
HISTORICAL PART 


O F 


Church-Gover nment, 
Y P AR Fx 


Fo 


— 


He, that is firſt in his own cauſe, ſeemeth juſt ; 
but his Nerwghbor cometh and ſcarcheth him. 
Prov. 18. 17. 
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£ [ſh Retormation, and to examine the law- 
76 2 fulneſs of it. Now-from an-E.xaminer we 
=\ might juſtly expea'z4pnmert, andfrom 

& & aRclator, /7ut7h. How he argwes I find 

we<cQe confider'd by. the -4:77adverter: Iwo 
ſmall defe&s he has been charg'd with. 7/7: Thathe'pro- 
ceeds upon dubious or falſe Premi/es;: 24y,' Phat were 
they granted, 'his Conclu/10775 would not follow. :- It is 
my bufineſs to examine his Narrazzve, which yetiisnot 


fo purely Hz/torical, but thatit is perplex'd with diſpute. 


For it 1s-peculiar to this Author that when he ſhould:rea- 


ſon, he barely affirms, as if he was writing an Hiſtory; 


but when it 1s his buſineſs to re/aze, being conſcious that 
theſtream of Autority. 1s againſt him, he is forcd to.dH- 
pute1t out as if he was'proving a:Problem: -i.But 'his ar- 
gu17g 15 ſuch, as the Cauſe would bear; and his H/tory 
{uch, as it neceffarily requires. . The former has gain'd 
him no great-credit with the Mer gf + Reaſor;/ andithis, 
I doubt, will little recommend him tothe Hoxe/fand 
Ingenuous.  Butl forbear to prejudge thecauſe, and de- 
fire nothing may be farther charg'd on him, than' it 1s 
provd. TI pretend to-no Critical kill in' the Hiſtory:of 
the Raſormzation, and Iam beholden to the Author that 

eek ig A : | need. 


I need it not. His prevarications lie ſo open, that a No- 
vice in .Hiſtory may: dete& them.  . Shoutd -F give a 
complete Catalogue of 'em, I ſhould out-ſwell the 
bulk of Chxrch-Government ; but I confider that every 
one, who defires to know this Author, may not be 
willing to be charg'd with a Yohme. T ſhall there- 
fore confine my ſelf to ſuch only, as are worthy of by | 
= Writer, and beyond. the aum of a common Under- | 
taker. | 


4 Repiy to Chapter the 2". 


I: might be inquird, why this Author dates the Re- 
formation from the days of King Herry, ſince the 
Principal Aftors.in thoſe times were ſuch, as the Smith- 
field-Proteftants had no reaſon to think Reformers. T 
might therefore wave the three * Chapters, that concern 
that Reign,. were I not by the juſtneſs of an Anſwer o- 
blig'd tomy Author's method; But before I enter up- 
_ en this ſubject, F would acquaint the Reader once for 
all, that the glory of theſe Fables is owing to the Pen | 


of the inimitable Sanders: Who was fo great a Ma- 
ſter 'of Invention, that no geruous Author would 
| have condeſcended to tranſcribe him. He does not 
| hHeweverpay ſuch an unplicit deference to the eftab- 
lihd Character of that great Original, but that he 
dares: refine upon thoſe Strokes, which ſeem'd inca- 
pable of improvement. That he may-give us a taſt 
{ of what. we are' to. expect in the body of his H:/?o- 
| ry, he entertains us 1h 'the firft entrance into it with 
| a falſe and;groundleſs aſperfion of the Marriage: of 
_ King Henry with 4m Bullen. Sanders for the deeper 
blackening of Q. E#zabeth tell's his Readers that King 


___ e Chapters 24, 36, 7b, 
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Henry, before his Marriage with 2:7 Brlen; had 
known her Sifter, and her Mother, and that the was 
his Natural Daugliter. This he affirms with an air 
of Autority, without offer of proof, as became one, who 
addreſt himſelf to a Sparb Reader ; but our Author, 
who could not expett ſo great a reſignation of Reaſon, 
preſents this Calumny in a better dreſs, 'and ſuborns 


Parhaments and Popes to ſupport it. The King, he 6. t7 


faith, was conſcromns of ſome Impediments why he could 
not lawfully marry her, for which an AF of Parta- 
ment 28. Hen. 8. 7.c. never after repeal d, plainly de- 
clar d her Daughter F.lizabeth uncapable of the Crown - 
and of which thoſe words in the Difpen/ation procitr d 
from Clement the ſeventh , Etiamfi illa tibi alias fe- 
cundo aut remotiori conſanguinitatis, - aut primo affi- 
nitatis gradu, etiam ex quocunque licito vel 1llicito 
coitu proveniente invicem conjuncta fit, do give Jome 
ſuſpicion. If ever Sanders's Title was endanger; this 
Period ſhakes it; for certainly never was Afurance'fo 
perfe& in /dez as that of this Author; Who in a'know- 
ing age, Proteſtant Country, and Learned 'Univerfity, 
to prove that the King was conſcious 'of Jorme Prpedz 
ments very calmly refers us to a * Statute, which''m 
expreſs words ſaith that the King knew not of any [n- 
pediments. The A& doth, as any one may ſee, men- 
tion ſame /mpediments,” tor which 'the Marriage is 
declar'd unlawtul; but withal plainly faith they were 


« Albeit thoſe Ads {. concerning the ed, accepted, and taken in the Realm till 
ratification of the King's Marriage with | now of late, that God; hath' caus'd to be 
the Lady Ann Boler] were then made, | brought, to light certain juſt, true, and 
as it was thent hought, by Your Majeſty, | lawful Impediments «ntvows. at, the 
Nables, and Commons upon a pure, per- makigg. of the fajd Ads --- Albeit that 
fe, and clear foundation, thinking the | Your Majelty zot Growing, of any lawful 
faid Marriage then had between Your lmpegimany entred into.che bands of the 
Highneſs, and the ſaid Lady Az» in| ſaid unlawful Marriage &c..28. Hen. 8. 
their Conſiciences tp have been pure, fin- |c. 7, Pultons Coll, Lond. 1632. |. : ;.. 
care, perfect, and good ; and ſo was reput- — Ee; 


unknouwnte the King; and then:how could they be ſuch as 
this Author from this.Statute would have us underſtand ? 
This Att of illegitmnating Elizabeth, he ſaith, was never 
after repeal 'd. From: which I gather that our Author is 
much-what of.the ſame Opinion, as to Q. Elzaheth's Le- 
gitimacy,. with his Brother the Author of the late 7 es7, 
tho it ſeems he is better bred, than to uſe his expreſſion. 
But I cannot think that one, whoſe Circumſtances have 
-made it ſo much his concern to conſult the Statute-book, 
could be ignorant of the Repeal of this AF, and therefore 
am of Opinion that this Clauſe - was inſerted only, that 
he might throughout obſerve a Decorum, and maintain 
his Character. . Not to mention the 35 of Hem. 8.c.I. 
which provides for the Succeſſion of the L, E/zabeth, 
I defire the Reader.to caft his Eye on the Margin», 
where he will ifind the 47 of /llegitemacy repeald in 
Expreflions fo full and yigorous, that.it is hard to imagine 
what:could tempt our Author to ſo extravagant an Aﬀer- 
tion, but the ambition of exceeding all Examples. But the - 
citingofan A&, which, when con{ulted,proves the contra- 
dictory of that for which it was.reford to; and thedegy- 
'ing the Repeal of a Statute,which is abrogated in as plain 
words as poſſible, do not furniſh Matter enough. tor a 


, which We Your 


There is, nothing, v We 
ca, may,/0rought 


ich Cauſes, we Your ſaid Subjects 
eumto:conſ{train*d by the Laws of 


t God and Man'can.nq leſs do then humbly 
*befeech. Your Majeſtie thF it be en- 
acted &t.---- *. 

And that all Sentences, Judgments,and 
Decrees had, made, declared, ſet forth, 


more firmly, eptiredly; and afluredly, in 

purity ot our hea ink; or with our 
y our Sovereign 
Lady is, and in very deed, and of molt 
't qughtto be, by the Laws 
God, #nd the Laws and Srarutes of 't 


shed, and promulged:. and alſo as 
a au ©lauſe, Article, Branch, 


Matter; er thing contained or 'expreſt in 
any A or Acts of Parliament, as be in 
any thing repugnant, contrary, or dero- 
' gatorie tO tis our ſaid Declaration &c. 
«in and to ; shall be utterly fruſtrate, void, and of 
none, effect, and alſo .shall *and may be 
eſtion, the [mpe- | cancePd, 'detac'd, and put in, perpetual 


Realm'our moſt rightfut and * lawful 'So- 
, Liege, Lady, arid Qu: 
that Your Majeſty is rightly, lineally, and 
"and come-of the 


| fiout all doubr 
ambiguity, fcr 


'is inveſted &c --j Obliyion &c, --- 1/f. El 
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Parenthef;s with this Author. - To cloſe it therefore a 
paſſage 1s cited from a Diſpenſation, which he has pro- 
cur d+trom Clement the ſeventh. Since he urges us 
with this Diſpenſation, it 1s to be hopd that he eſteems 
it genuine. It ſo, wehavemet witha Bull, where the 
Marriage betwixt King Hexry and Katherme 1s declard 
null and inyalid. But he, who in this Paragraph cites 
a paſſage from Pope Clement s Bull of Divorce, will, in 


the next Paragraph but one, ſhew us that the Pope wass. 9. 


not ſingular in his Judgment, when he refusd to grant 
ſuch a Bull. Tt 1s indeed certain that the Pope was 
both for and agazzs7 the Divorce according as diffe- 
rent Intereſts inclind him; but this is a truth, which it 
ill becomes a Roman-Catholic to confeſs. &41l Hiſto- 
ries agree that a Bull was brought over by Cardinal Cam- 
pegzo ; but that this, which our Author refers to, could 
be the Copy of that or of any other Bull is abſurd to 
imagine. For tho falſe Latin and incoherence are per- 
haps no arguinents of its being ſpurious, yet there 1s in 
it one Blunder, which I dare not think his Holineſs 
could be guilty of. The Pope after he has.declard the 
Marriage of King Hexry with Catharine, as being his 
Brother s Reli&, null, gives the King licenſe to contract 
» cum quacungque alia muliere, modo ne fit Relhifta dj-. 
&1 Fratris tu1,..1. e. with any other Woman provided 
it be not the ſame Woman ; Which one, who had not 
an averſion to a quibble, would call a Bu// of his Holi- 
nefss. - As for the Clauſe of Diſpenſation here cited, Ly-. - 
ther 1n alt his fallies:has.not miſcalld that Prince,: if he 
was 1o fatally ſtupid, as that when he pretended ſ{cruples. 

of Conſcience for haying married the Reli& of his de-: 

ceasd Brother, he could at the ſame time defire the. 


a See the Bull in Anti-Sanderus, or in |p. 279. Lond. Edit. A. 1683. 
Lord Herbert's Hiſt. of King Hen. 8th. 


——_ Ts | | 
Pope todiſpence with his Marrying within the ſame de- 
oree of Aﬀnity. The whole /er:es of the original In- 
ſtructions, Meſſages, and Letters, which paſt between 
Rome and Eme/and on that Occaſion, are all * extant, 
in which there 1s not the leaſt mention of a matter of 1o 
grand importance. We have alſo the * Decretal Bull, 
which was deſir'd in favour of the King and drawn up in 
Emngland tobe ſubſcrib'd at Rome, which yet contains 
_ © not any ſuch Diſpenſation. But I need not infiſt any 
longer in proving this B4// to be inauthentical, ſince I 
am certain it 1s more this Author's Intereſt than ours, 
that it ſhould be ſo. IT doubt not but [the Reader is ſa- 


tisfied from this one /aecimen, wherein he finds fomnch 


falſhood crowded up into ſo little room, what eſteem he 
ought to have of this Writer's Integrity. 

Cardinal Wolley when he diſcover d the King's affe- 
tions ſetled on Ann Bullen, one mchn d to Lutheranſm, 
he proves averſe now to what he had formerly advanc'd, 
and delays the deciſion of the Divorce ſo long, till at la$t 
the Pope revok d the Cauſe gc. 1 confeſs there is other 
Autority for this beſides Sanders, higher than whom 
this Author ſeldome riſes. But Dr. Burnet, whom the 
Author, or at leaſt the Edz#or ought in juſtice to have 
conſulted, has made it appear from undoubted Records 
that this 1s a Miſtake. © The joynt thanks of the King 
and -4:1 Bullen to the Cardinal for his diligence and in- 
duſtry in their behalf ; the * tears and ſupplications of 
Dr. Bennet the Cardinal's Agent' to the Pope, that He 


A, 


would not avocate the cauſe, but leave it in the hands 


of the Legates; and the < Apologetic Letter ofthe Pope 
to Y/olJey, wherein he excuſes himſelf for having ayo- 


« [In Dr. Burnet's ColleQijons. Vol. 1/.| «c Burn. V.1.p 
Lond. 167g. + 
6 Burner's Hiſt.of Ref. Vol 1.Call.p.z1. 


5 


4 Burn. V. 1. Co 


ft p. 80. 
e Ibid. p. 81, . 2 99Y 
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' cated it, and thereby griev's the Cordizal, ſtand upon 
and tothe ſhame of thoſe, who, after theſe Authentic Re- 


ame diſaffetion of their's to Ann Bullen, [cannot tell, - 


Charges that the King had been put to, to obtain ſo many 


Record to the contradition of this dream of Sanders, 


gifters are publiſh'd to the world, go on without remorſ 
to tranſcribe that hardy Writer. . | 

It 8s ſaid that ſome others of the chief of the Engliſh 
Clergy, whether 1t were conſcientiouſly, or out of the 


much diſhik d the Divorce. It 1s Jaid, that is, by 
Senders, whom our Author faithfully tranſlates That 
fome others diſhk'd the divorce. 1. e. beſides HYolſey, 
who did not at all diſlike it. Of the chief of the Engh/hb 
Clergy. The Biſhops uſe to be efteem'd the chzef of the 
Clergy ; but we are aflurd from the Autority of all our 
Hiſtorians, that all the Biſhops did under their Hands and 
Seals declare the Marriage unlawful, except Fz/ber, who - 
doth not amount to our Authors /ome others. Whe- 
ther it were out of Conſcience, or out of the ſame di[affe- 
(tion of their's to Aun Bullen, I cannot tell. How auk- 
ward this Author 1s, when he would ſeem to be impar- 
tial? Had they diſhik'd the Divorce, He ought in Chari- 
ty to have judgd it was oz? of Conſcience ; if their diſaf- 
fetion to 4 Buller was the /ame with the Cardinals, 
we have found it was 20x at all. 
ter the fall of Wolley, a Bil was given up mn the x. 15. 

Parhament held 1530 (and the "op demanded from 
the Clergy as conſpiring with the Cardinal) of an 100000! 


Ine ous Forremn Univerſities, which had de- 
cided this Matter. Here indeed Sanders faild our Hi- 
ſtorian, and therefore this was ſupplied from Dr. Zayke, 
a fabulous Writer, who aflefts too much the UL@> of 
Oratory to be a flave to truth. The Book being not in 
all hands, the Reader will excuſe me if for his Diyerſi- 
| | | on, 


—_— — 


on, and to Thew him what Authors this Writer. of 


Church-Government builds upon, I entertain him in 


the * Margin with the Prologue 


medy which the Author of it call's, 7he Life and Death 
of Fohn Fiſher. Biſhop of Rocheſter : When He has read 
it, he will excuſe me, it I decline the trouble of ſo much 
as confidering what relies upon the ſole Autority of that 


raving Legendarie. 


Frommwhich Univer/ities the King is ſaid to have pro- 
cur d their ſuffrages for his Divorce not without feeing 
ſeveral of them with great Summs of Money. Concern- 


ng which ſee the Teſtimonies of ſe 


everal Authors pro- 


duc'd by Sanders, (p. 4.9. ec.) ſome of thoſe he quotes 
faying that they had Money offer d to themſebves ; ſome 
that they were Eye witneſſes of it recetv d by others. 
I once indeed thought that Saxders was the moſt 1m- 
pudent and ſhameleſs Writer, which ever pretended to 


a He begins his Legend tus, © At the 
time when as the Stars of Heaven frown'd 
upon the Nation to behold Innocence 
ſwaying the Scepter of this Land ſo mil- 
becomingly, in the ſeven and thirtieth 
Year of the Reign of the moſt Noble 
(though unfortunate) . King Henry the 
ſixth, and in the Year one thouſand, four 
hundred, fifty and nine afcer the time that 
a Virgin Daughter had produced her Fa- 
ther, and a Creature her Creator, (when 
the bleſſed Vine ſprang from the ſame 
Grape it bare, and the root of Jeſſe shot 
from the Spring) the Divine Providence 
brought forth under ſuccour, whoſe after 

rowth made it ſoon known to the world 
Fw worthily he received the 2 Names 
(which both his Chriſtendom and his Pa- 
rents beſtow'd upon him' within tho Col- 
legiate Church and Town of Beverly ſci- 
tuate within the Provinceof York, about 
eight ſcore miles diſtant Northwards 
from the Head-City of the Nation v:z. 
of JFohnand FISHER, He goes on to com- 
pare him with John the Baptiſt. not without 
Ob. and Sol.-One of his Compariſons is, that 


the Firſt died for ſaying to King Herod, ; Loxd. 1655. 


ns 


it| is not lawful for thee to tate thy Bro- 
thers Wite. The ſecond for ſaying rs 
King Henry it is not law{ul for chee to put 
away thy Brothers Wife, H wing fhew'd 
how de ervedly the name of JOHN was 
beſtow d upon the SubjeX of his Hiſtory, 
he next shews that he deſerv'd alſo to 
be calld F SHER being indeed (as in- 
deed -_ __ true Fl __ of men. 
So much may [uffice to give the Reader a ju 

Iea of wif ned ; ur INA The af 
cluſion skews how ſervilely he employ'd them 
in flattering the Uſurper Cromwel, whom 
that party hop'd to make a Proſely te, © Oli- 
va verais not ſo hard to be conſtrucd Ols- 
verus, as that it may not be believ'd that a 
Prophet rather then an Herald gave the 
common Father of Chriſtendom the now 
Pope of Rome ( [znocent the tenth) ſuch 
Entfigns of his Nobility (viz. a Dove hold- 
ing an Olive-branch in her Mouth) ſince 
ic falls short in nothing of both being a 
Propheſie,and fulfilled, but only his High- 
neſs running into her Arms, whoſe Em- 
blem of Innocence bears him already in 


her Mouth. Life and Death of F. Fisber. 


OT IEEBOAY oo Wrn— en en 


and Epilogue of that Co- 


= OO, 


: 


Hiſtory ; But am now afraid, having feen thoſe Forge- 


neſs of one Marrying his Brother s Wife, when ſuch 


ries, for which that Author has been ſo deeply ſtigma- 
tizd, brought upon the Stage again, ſome may be 
apt to think there 1s 0xe Perſon in the World who has a 
fairer title to that CharaQer, than He. For as if San- 
ders had not enough of impoſture, even his Teſtimo- 
ny 1s by this Writer corrupted. Some of thoſe ſaying 

they had Moneys offer d to themſefves. But the Some, 
the Zhey, and the them/etves do with Sanders amount 
only to one, and he no other then Coch/zus. Nor was 
Money ofter d to him for his ſuffrage, as 1t is here repre- 
{ented, but on condition He would write a book in De- 
fence of the King's cauſe, or give himſelf the trouble of 
colleAing the Sentences of the German Univerlities in 
favour of it. So that, were Cochleus a Perſon of credit, 
and we obligd to believe him, this would be capable of 
a fair Interpretation, and the Money might juſtly be 
preſum'd offerd not as a Br:ibe, but a Reward. Some 


_ that they were FEye-witneſss of it recerv'd by Others. 


But the /ome, and the Eye-witneſses are again but one 
unknown Biſhop of Bra/ie. As for this Calumny of 
Sanders concerning the buying of Subſcriptions, the 
Reader will find a full Confutation of tt in *Dr.. Burner, 
who amongſt other undoubted Evidences of the tal{- 
hood of this Scandal, has given us the Original Letters of 
the Kings Agents, wherem with the greateſt earneſtneſs 
imaginable they labour to fatisfie the King, that his In- 
ſtrutions not to corrupt Subſcribers had been religi- 


_ ouſly obſerv'd. 


Tho with your leave to make a little digreſſion con- 
cerning this Controver/ie, theſe Unwoer/uties, at leaſt 


ſome of them, con/ider'd only the point of the unlawful- 


« Burn, Hiſt. Vol, 1. p. 8g. 99. &c. ; 
| d  {VIarridat 


j Fl was conſummate 4s dar 6 7 ber. With. 
out con/idering that Circumitance whether Catherine 
was carnally known by her firs} Husband. It is only 
his Modeſty to call this a Digreſtor, for it isas much to 
his purpoſe, as that which goes before, or follows after. 
It is true that ſome ofthe forreign Univerlities do men- 
tion the Conſummation ; But * - they put no other Terms 
in their 4:/wer then was proposd to them in the Qzze- 
101 ;, ſo that this is no Argument that their Sentence 
did not reach the Kings caſe, but that the Conſumma- 
tion by Arthur was not then doubted of, fince the Que- 
ſtion was proposd by the Kings Agents indiffterently ; 
ſometimes 797th, ſometimes 2w:thout that Limitation. 
It 1s therefore an inpertinent Obſervation which 1s here 
made of their not conſidering whether Catherine was 
carnally known or not by her firſt Husband, fince they 
were defir'd only to anſwer a ſpeculative Queſtion, not 
to judge of a matter of fact. 

Prince Arthur being thought ſome-what mjfirm and 
being but fifteen years old when he Married her, and 
dying ſhortly after. In Latin thus, * Eo quod Arthu- 
rus decimum quinium etatis annum vix dum attingens, 
ex lentopretereamorbo laboraret, cujus tabe poſt quin- 
tum menſem confettus ex hac vita migravit. So the 
2 Deponents, Sanders, and this Author. 'But the - Wit- 
nefles examin'd upon Oath before the Legats depos d 
that Pr. 4thur was above fifteen at the time of his 
Marriage, of a good and Sanguine Complexion, vigo- 
rous, and robuſt, that he bedded with his Princeſs 
every Night, and that the decay of which he died was 
imputed to his exceſſes in the Bed. 


« See theſe Cenſures of the Univer-| «© See the Depoſitions taken from the 


fities Bur, V.1. Coll. $þ 89. __ Records, Herbert. p, 270- 
6 Sand. de Sch. p. 2. Edit. Colon. 1628, 


Ton may ſee if you have the curio/aty what is faid 


for the conſummation of that Marriage in Fox, againſt 


it i Sanders. Not to indulge our cxrio/iy too far, it 
may with modeſty be affirm, that the for/ar cogmitam 
in the « Bull and the cogrzzzam without forſar in the 
Breve, (and theſe words not put imto the body of either, 
as a Clauſe to make the Diſpenſation more large, but 
m the Preamble as part of the matter of Fa&t repre- 
ſented to the Pope) the * not giving Prince Henry the 
titleof Prince of Wales for half an Year after -4thrr s 
death, the © Solemn benedi&tion of the Nuptial Bed, 
the 4 Depoſitions of ſo many honourable Witneſſes of 


* their being conſtantly bedded together, the * proofs ta- 


ken by the Spanyh Embaſſadors of the conſummation 
of the Marriage; and the * Exprefſions of Prince -4-- 
thur to his Servants which implied the ſame, are grea- 
ter Arguments for the Affirmative , then any thing 
which is by Sanders, or can be by this Author, advanc'd 
for the Negative. 

Tho the former Marriage had been conſummate 
many Learned Men of that ge of ſeveral Nations 
( among? whom were Fiſher Biſhop of Rocheſter, and 
Tonftal Biſhop of Dareſme ) whom you may ind dili- 
gently reckon'd up to the Number of almoſt Twenty by 
Sanders, wrote books im JuStification that the Marriage 
of Henry with Catherine 195 a matter difþenſable. Tt 
has been already ſaid that all the Biſhops except Fz- 


her had given it under their Hands and Seals that the 


King's Marriage was unlawful. In all the Memorials 

of thoſe times, Fz/her 1s the only Biſhop we find men- 

tion. d' to have wrote for it. If Tor/7al wrote for it, yet 
a See the Bull, and Breve in Lord} 4@ Ibid. 

Herbert. p. 254. e Fox's Ads and Mon. p. 1951 Edit. 


& Bur. V. 1. Þ. 35. Lond. 1582. ; 
c Lord Herbert. p. 272. 3 F Lord Herbert. p. 271, 
K 


the Biſhop of -Durefme did not; oj 4 - Tonflal's s book aC- 

cording to*Sarders,who is this Mans Author, was given 
in to the Legates, and Tonfal then was Biſhop of Lon- 
don. * Being afterwards made Biſhop of Dure/me he was 
ſent with others to perſwade Katherme to acquieſce in 
the Divorce; he usd ſeveral Arguments to convince 
her of the juſtice of it ; She urging his former Opinion 
in fayour of her cauſe, he replyed that he had only 
pleaded for the amplitude and fulneſs of the Bull; 

but that the Conſummation of the former Marriage 
had now been judicially provd, the ſecond Marriage 
declard by the Sentences of the Univerſities inceſtu- 
ous and contrary to the Law of God, and therefore 
by the Popes Bull, however ample, indiſpenſable. 
Which is a Demonſtration againſt what this Author 
aſlerts that 7ox87al was one who juſtified the ſecond 
Marriage, ho the former had been Conſummate. San- 
ders his diligence in reckoning up thoſe who wrote 
for the Queen's cauſe, we do not queſtion, but we much 
doubt his Yeracity. It requird an extraordinary 4/- 
Gigence to find a book written by a « Biſhop of Br$t0/ 
12 Years before ever there was ſuch a Biſhop-rick. But 
ſhould we grant Sarderss full tale of almos7? twenty 
theſe are neither to be compard in Number, nor Au- 
tority with thoſe, who wrote againſt it* An « hundred 
books were ſhewn in Parliament written for the Di- 
vorce by Divines and Lawyers beyond Sea, beſides the 
Determinations of twelve the moſt celebrated Uni- 
verſities of Ezrope. To which might have been ad- 
ded the © Teſtimonies of the Greek, and Latin Fathers, 
the Opinions of the Scool-men, the Autority of the 


a Sand. p. 42. 4 Burn. Hiſt. V. I. p. 106. 
6 Lord Herbert, P. 402, e See the Abſtract of what was written 
c Sand. p. 53. for the Divorce Burn. V, 1. p. 97. 
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Infallible Pope, who in our Author's ' IntroduQon 
granted a Bull of Divorce, and the Sentence of one 


more Infallible then He, the * Author of the Pentateuch. - 
T his was agreed on. all ſides, that Papa non habet pote- 


ftatem diſpen/andi in impedimentis jure divino naturgli con- 
jugium dirimentibus, ſed in iis que jure Canonico tantum 


dirimunt, This was not ſo Univerfally agreed as our 
Author would perſwade us, for thoſe, * who wrote for 
the Queens Cauſe, pleaded that the Pope's power of dif- 
pencing did reach farther then to the Laws of the 
Church, even to the Laws of God, for he dayly d1{- 
penced with the breaking of Oaths and Vows tho- 
that was expreſly contrary to the « ſecond Command- 
ment. And when the Queſtion was debated in the 
Convocation, One *« voted the Prohibition to be Mo- 
ral; but yet Diſpenſable. 

Others gather d the Law in Tevit. 18.16. diſpenſable 
in ſome caſes from the expreſs Difpenſation made therein 
Deut. 25.5. But on the other fide it was then an- 
ſwerd * that the Provifion about marrying the Bro- 
thers Wife only proves the ground of the Law is 
not in its own Nature immutable, but may be diſ- 
penſed with by God in ſome caſes; but becauſe Moſes 
did it. by divine Revelation, it does not follow that 
the Pope can do it by his Ordinary Autority. 

For the general Fudgment of the Learned, and particu- 
larly for the Univerſities, after you have read the Story in 
Sanders. concerning them, and ' eſpecially concerning Ox- 
ford, as likewiſe what is ſaid by Lord Herbert, See what 
the Act of Parliament 1* Marie ſaith . of them, What 
the general judgment of the Learned was, has been: in- 


: LOS ' "4 C. 20. 2T. | d Id. ibid, p. 129, 
urn. Hiſt. Vol. 1.p. 103, e Ibid, p» 195. 
e With us the third, , 0 
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timated already {© What were - the Sentiments cf rhe 
Univerſities, will beſt be learnt: from their ſolemn De- 
terminations; After T have read the Story in Sanders con- 
cerning them and eſpecially concerning Oxford, T am very 
well ſatisfied that I have been abus'd; and that the ra- 
ther when TI /ee what z ſaid by Lord Herbert *, who on 
purpoſe publiſhes an Original Inſtrument to confute 
the lie of Sanders who had calld the Reſolution of our 
Umverſtttes in a ſort ſurreptitions. As for the Act 
of Queen Mary, it was the AQt of a Queen in her own 
cauſe, and the 25 Hen. 8. 22.c. is as great a proof of 
the Lawtulneſs of the Divorce, as this 1s of the Un- 
tawfulneſs 'of it. What cenſures were paſt upon this 
Aa, when made, may be ſeen in * Dr. Burner. 

The A@ mentioning certain bare and untrue conje- 
cures upon which Archbiſhop Cranmer founded his ſen- 
tence of. Divorce, This Author will have theſe relate to 
the \conſunimation of the Marriage of Katherine with 
Arthur. But this 1s but a bare conjecture of his, and 
very probably untrue, For Cranmer © thinking the Mar- 
riage of-4 Brother s Wife unlawful, and the Efflence 
of 2H Marriage to confiſt not in the carnalis copula, 
but in 'the-conjugal 'pa&t, might upon theſe Principles 
conclude the Marriage with Henry unlawful, tho' that 
with Arthur had been provd not conſummate, and 
therefore\need not build on any conjettures concern- 
ingithe Conſummation. Tho' had he founded his judg- 
ment upon that ſuppoſition, Tt, 1f IT may fo ſpeak with 
due 'reverence'to ian Atof Parliament, was neither a 
bare conjeAture, nor untrue. 

As 'for the He/:tanty of the German-Proteſtant Divines . 
70 declare the Divorce lawful. | cannot conceive why 


; ec See the Abftraft of the, grounds of 


a Lord Herbert. p. 352. 
| the Divorce Burn, V. I, Coll. p. gy. 


6 Burn. Hiſt, V.2. p. 254+ 


it is urg'd by this Author who certainly doth not pre- 
fer the Judgment of theſe Proxefant-Daftors to the 
contrary Determination af the Roman-Canbolic Univer- 
fities- It has been obſery'd upon this Author's writ- 
ings that he 1s no. great Friend of either Communion, 
of which We have here a very good Confirmation ; 
when to prove the illegality of K. Henrys Divorce, he 
declines the Autority of the Roman-Catholic Univerlt- 
ties, as Mercenary, and appeals to the German Divines, 
whom he will have to be of his Opinion, Now what 
can be a greater blemiſh to the Roman Communion, 
then that thoſe great Bodies, which may juſtly be ſup- 
posd its greateſt Strength, ſhould fo cheaply barter 
away their Conſciences ? Or what more Honourable 
teſtimony given to the Leaders of the Reformation, 
then that their judgment ſhould be appeal'd to in an 
inſtance which makes it appear that their Integrity 
could not be 1o far ſway'd by the proſpe& of a com- 
mon reform d Intereſt, as their Adverſaries are ſaid to 
* have been by the ſcandalous temptations of a Bribe ? 
But this 1s not a ſingle inſtance how much more he 
regards his Hypotheſis, then the honour of his Com- 


munion. Thus below, to: prove that King Eaward's 5.122. 


Reformation was not Univerſal, he accuſes thoſe Cler- 
gy, that did comply, of Hypocriſy; and to ſhew 
there were ſome non-complyers, he inſtances in the 
frequent Rebellions of the Romaniſts which he ſaith 
would not have been, had they not been juſtified to 
them by the Clergy. The moſt bitter Adverſary to 
the Church of Rome would wiſh her ſuch Advocates. 

[ have made this Digreſſion to ſhew you the diverſity of 
Opinions, which was in this difficult Matter (that you 
may ſee the Pope ſtood not alone in his judgment ) and 
| how the (everal Intereſts of ſeveral times juſtified and con- 


demn'd - the. fame thing.  T am very well convinc'd, 
tho' not from our Author's proof, that the Pope ſtood 
not alone in his judgment. For certainly He that 
holds both fides of a Contradition cannot be ſingu- 
lar in his Opinion. The Pope judgd for the Divorce 
in the 17th Paragraph, when - the Diſpenſation was 
procur'd from him ; but here in the 19:4 he judges 
againſt it. But our Author miſtakes that Pope's Cha- 
rater, when he repreſents him as pafling Sentence ac- 
cording to the merits of the Cauſe, x being certain 
that in this whole procedure He a&ted by no other 
Principles, then his Pafſions or Intereſt. And there- 
fore this Author obſerves a greater Decorum when, tel- 
ling us in the ſame Page, that the King had now no 
hopes of obtaining a Divorce from the Pope; he does 
not pretend the Reaſon to have been becauſe the Pope 
was convincd of the Unlawfulneſs of it, but becauſe at the 
ſame time he flood much in aw of the Emperor vidorious 
in Italy, and a near Kinſman and Favourer of Queen Ka- 
therine. He needed not therefore to have inſtanc'd in 
the different Opinions of diverſe Men, ſince the aCtings 
of the Pope alone would ſufficiently have convinc'd us 
that rhe ſeveral Intereſts of ſeveral times juſtifid and con- 
demn'd the ſame thing. | 
Now to return to our Matter in hand. So that it ſeems 
he has digreſs d for 2 Pages to no other purpoſe then to 
ſhew that his Parathe/es are of the ſame Stamp with 
his Parent heſes. | Whos 
The aforeſaid Summ of To0000! Fþent upon the Univer- 
fities abroad &c; This is again a tranſcript from Dr. 
| Bailie, and I need ſay no worſe of it. Y 
k. 2 The King, hefaith, excepted at the Limitation of | Quan- 
tum per legem Chriſti licet | = the Title given þim by the 


Clergy, and ſo at laſt upon renew'd threats this Clauſe alſo _ 


was: procur'd to be omitted, See; Antiquit. Britannic. The 
Author knew, or night :have known, :that the Author 
of the Antiquities was in this miſtaken. - For Dr. Burnet 

: has upon this palſage in A.Bp. Parker obſerv'd, thatKing 
Henry, when the Province of 7ork demurrd upon gran- 
- ting the King the Title of Head, as improper, in his 
Anſwer to them urges that Words are not always un- 
derſtood in the ſtricteſt Senſe, and mentions the Ex- 
planation made in the Province of C anterbury, that it 
was in ſo far as is agreeable with: the Law of Chriſt, AC- 
cordingly it 1s repreſented as paſs'd with this Qualifica- 
tion by our other * Hiſtorians. 

He refers us again to Dr. Bailie. But the Reader 
I preſume, has had enough of him already. 

The excluding the Patriarch is, he faith, contrary to 
his 4th Theſis. It 1s pity theſe "Theſes were not writ- 
ten in the laſt Century for the Ule .of thoſe: Roman- 

Catholics who excluded the Pope.. They could find no 
| grounds. for the Papal Autority from Scripture, Anti- 
quity, or Reaſon; but they might perhaps have been 
convinc'd from our Authors 7 he/es, which are an Au- 
tority diſtin& to all thoſe. 

This Paragraph concludes with the mangled Citation 
from Dr. Hammond which has already been animadverted 
on, and 1s a fore which if I do not here again touch 
upon, it 15 becauſe I would not gall him too much. 
Cranmer 1s ſaid to have divorcd the King from 0. Ka- 


therine after be had excluded the Pope s Autority out of F 22. 


his Dominions. The Divorce © was pronounc'd in May 
I533, and the Extinguiſhing A& did not pals till March 
following: Cranmer in the Sentence is calld Legate of the 


a Hiſt, V. 1. p. I12. from the Cabala| Book 5. p.181.Dr.Heylin Ret. Juſtif. $ 2. 


P 244. c Burn, V. 1. p. 131. compard with 
6 Herbert - 'P- 348, Full. Eccl. Hiſt. | p. Its. | : 
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Apofeic See. By this Inſtance it is plain how impli- | 


citely our Author follows * Sanders 'in- his Chronology, 


as well as Hiſtory. 

Warham a favourer of the Queen's cauſe; * Varamus qui 
ſummo ſtudio Reginz partes adjuverat, ſaith Sanders, 
This favourer of the Queen's Cauſe when the Marriage 
was firſt propos d, ' declar d it was contrary to the Law 
of God; He inducd * the « Prince when of Age to en- 
ter his Proteſtation againſt it; * He ſubſcrib'd and per- 
ſwaded the other Biſhops to ſubſcribe to the unlawful- 
neſs of it ; He earneſtly preft Fiſher to concurr, and up- 
on Refuſal made another ſet: that Biſhops Name and 
Seal to the Reſolution of the other Biſhops. Theſe are 
ſome of the fevours, which Warham ſhew'd to the Queen s 
Caule. 

The Clergy having declard the ing Supreme Head of 
the Church it feend reaſonable that no Ads of the Church 


ſhould fland ood without the concurrence of the Head, This 


is a wild and ſenſeleſs Calumny ; the C. of England 
thinks no A&s which are purely Spiritual want the 
King's concurrence; her Sacraments and her Cenſures 
ſhe eſteems valid independently on all humane Autori- 


ty; her Charter ſhe derives immediately from Chriſt. 


The Clergy did indeed bind themſelves not to promulge 
and execute any Canons without the King's leave; but 
the execution, of which they abridg themſelves, ts ſuch as 
hath influence on the Civil Rights of the Subject, and 
therefore neceſlarily requir'd the concurrence of the Su- 
preme Civil power. 

He cites from" Dr. Heylin an Anſwer made by Gardi- 
ner ( and allow'd _n the Conyocatton ) to a Parliamen- 


. & Sand. p, 73. | & Tbid. p. 26. 
6 Sand. p. 55. | e Hen. the 8th, 
rc VI. P.35- F Ibid. p. 38. 


tary Remonſtrance. But either my _* Editioniof Hey/in3 
or ('which I am the rather apt to think from the infi- 
delity of his other citations ) this Author deceives me» 

The next Paragraph deſcants upon the requelt of the g. 24. 
Clergy that the Laws Eccleſiaſtical might be review'd 
by 32 Commiſſioners. This he complains was never 

ſufficiently weigh d by Dr. Heylin, Dr. Hammond, nor Dr. 
Fern. The buſineſs of thoſe Advocates was to defend 
the Reformation, and it is one of our Author's pertinent 
remarks, that they did not meddle with what was not 
reform d. The Reformation of the Canons was a deſign, 
of which Nothing worſe can be ſaid, than that it did 
not take effect. If it trouble him that Canons contrary 
to the King s Prerogative, Laws of the Land, good of the Sub- 
jea, and Laws of God ſhould be reform'd, no Honeſt man 
can pity him. If he quarrels with the competency of 
the Reviewers, that has been ſpoke to by the * Animad- 
verter. If by Canons Synoda/ he will underſtand the 
Conſtitutions of any other Synods but thoſe of this Na- 
tion, 1t 15 out of his wonted pride to outface the Statutes. 
For the * At expreſly limits the Review to thoſe Canons 
which had been enacted by Engliſh Synods, and had no 
need to meddle with any other, fince We never did own 
the Autority of any but what were ſo eftabliſhd. 

I need not ſpeak any thing to the 25h Paragraph, be- s. 25.2: 
cauſe what is ſaid there, iSunſaid in the 2674. But our 
Author has a Suppo/al here which may delerve a Remark. 

He ſuppoſes that Gardiner retracted his acknowledgment > a 
Regal Snpremacy for this reaſon, becauſe by ſad experience he 
ſaw it much enlarg d beyond thoſe bounds within which only 
they formerly had maintain'd it juſt. But elſe-where this g. 4s. 


« Reform. Juſt. in the Hiſtorical j have been made by the Clergy of this 
Tracts Edit. Lond. 1681, Realm, cannot now be view'd, examin'd, 
6 Animadv. p. 36. and determin'd by the King's Highneſs, * 

e Foraſmuch as ſuch Canons, Conſti- | and the 3z Perſons according to the Pe- 
tutions, and ordinances as heretofore] :ition of the Clergy -- 25. Hen. 8. 19. C. 


37. 
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{ame Author will ſuppoſe that Gardiner was enſiar'd | in 
King Edward s time by that Senſe of Supremacy,of-which 
he had been a Zealous abettor in King Henry's; and this 
Senſe, which Gardiner had of King Henry's Supremacy, in 
another Paragraph 1s faid to have been groſs and impure, 
and to have extended the King's power even to the Al- 
teration of Faith and DoEtrines; beyond which bounds 
I would learn of this Author how 1t could be enlarg'd. 
In this methinks he is ſomething Autocatacritical. 

If it can be worth our while to look back upon 
what has been performd in this Chapter , We ſhall 
find that Nothing farther has been advancd, then that 
the Clergy gave King Henry the Title of Supreme, pro- 
mis'd to ena&t no new Canons without the King's Af 
ſent, and requeſted that the Old ones might be Re- 
form'd: The reſt of his Diſcourſe 18 only flouriſh, 
which our Author made Uſe of that he might have 
the greater ſcope for his Invention. All that 1s mate- 


tial in 7 Leaves might have been compriz'd in fewer 


Words, and this would have heightned our Eſteem of 
the Author, tho it might have depreſt the price of. the 
Pamphlet. 


A Reply to his 3* Chapter. 


E. ate come now to our Author s Second Head ; 

the Supremacy of King Henry 1s ſtill the Topick, 
ze, He is ſtill writing againſt his Forefathers the Roman- 
Catholics. 'The Extent of this Supremacy he takes 
from Aas gf Parliament ; Repeal'd, and not Repeal'd 
make no difference with him. All the. Fxpreflions, 
which ſeem to extend the Supremacy, are invidiouſly 


' rakd together ; and thoſe, which limit it, craftily ſup- 
preſt. The Statutes are put upon the rack, and becauſe 


"a LE 
the Text doth not ſpeak plain enough, our Author has - 
added his Gloſs. | 

He tells us that zhe Clergy having given the King the 
Title of Supreme, the Parliament weſted in him all Furiſdi- 
ion to the ſaid Dignity belonging, The Parliament gave 
the King no New Juriſdiction, but reſtor'd the 0/4; nor 
did they place in him any Power but what was recog- 
nized by the Clergy, who certainly did not delude the 
King with the Complement of an empty Title. The 
extent of this Juriſdiction annex d to the Crown He will 
have us learn trom the 1/7 of Q. Elizabeth; but it ſeems 
more proper to learn it from the words of the ſame 
Statute of King Henry. His Comments upon the Eccle- 
fraftical Juriſdiction, here aſcrib'd to the Prince, might 
have been ſpar d, if he had attended to an eafie diſtinEti- 
on frequently met with in our Writers. They divide 
Eccleſiaſtical Juriſdiction into /nternal, the inward Go- 
yernment which 1s in the Court of Conſcience; or Ex- 
ternal, that which is practis'd in exterior Courts; That 
proceeds by Spiritual Cenſures; his by force and cor- 
poral Puniſhments ; That is appropriated to the Clergy, 
and incommunicable to the Secular power ; 7his is origt- 
nally inherent in the Civil Supreme, and from him de- 
rivd to Ecclefiaſtic Governours. Eccleſra/tical Furiſdi- 
ion when ſaid to be annex'd to the Crown ought to be 
underſtood in the latter Senſe. Thus alſo anſwers what 
15 here cited from the 'Reformatio Legum, tho' what is 
urg'd thence needs no Reply, that Book having never 
been ratified by any Autoritative Act of our Church. 
In Virtue of this Furiſdidion tranſlated to the King by x, 28. 
another Ad of Parliament 25. Hen. 8. 21. c. the Supreme 
power of giving all manner of Licenſes, DiFpenſations, Facut- 
ties Wc. For all Laws and Conſlitutions merely Eccleſaaſtical, 
and in all Cauſes, not being contrary to the Scriptures, and 


» 


329. 


Laws of God, #5 not only taken from the Pope, but the Clergy too. 


Nothing 1s done in that A& by Virtue of any new-Juril- 
diction tranſlated to the King, but by this power orig1- 
nally inherent in the Sovereign. Every Government has 
a right to diſpence with its own AQts, and nothing 
farther .is challeng d in that Statute. No Ecclefiaſtical 


Conſtitutions had ever the force of Laws 1n this Kingdom, 


but from the Legiſlative power of the Realm: and the 


them. 


fame power, which gave them life, might diſpenſe with 


This the Acz ſaith 1s evident not only from the 


wholeſom AQts.made in King Henry's Reign, but from 
thoſe made in the time of his Noble Progenitors. It was 
not therefore a power now firſt attributed to the Prince, 
but his Ancient Right, for ſome Years indeed uſurpd by 
the Pope, but now vindicated. 'This.1s the true 1mport 
of that Statute, which when it 1s fairly repreſented is at 
the ſame time juſtified. The power of granting Licen- 
ſes is indeed taken from the Pope, to whom it never right- 
ly belonged; but noz from the Clergy, it being expreſly pro- 
vided 1n the AA, that all Licenſes begranted by he Arch- 
Biſhop, or 2 Spiritual Perſons. In caſe of the Arch-Biſhop's 
refuſal, the Court of Chancery is to judge whether ſuch 
refuſal be out of Contumacy ; which power of the Chan- 
cery if it be contrary to our Author's 8:4 Theſis, it ought 
the rather to be excusd ſince the * Animadverter has ob- 
ſervd that that 7he/is 1s contrary to it. felf. His-Notion 
of the Parliament's coordinacy, with the King in the Su- 
premacy I leave to the Cenſure of the Learned in the 
Law ; this 4&t I am ſure whence he infers it, poſitively 
aſſerts the King to be Supreme. | 
By Virtue of the ſame Supremacy tranſ/lated to the King, the 
neceſſity of the Metropolitan's being confirm'd by the Patriarch 
#5 taken away. The Statute whence he colleQs this men- 


tions neither Metropolitan nor Patriarch. It enatts in- 


deed that no Perſon of this Realm ſhall be preſented to 


the Biſhop of Rome, otherwiſe cal'd the Pope, toor for the 
office of Biſhop or Arch-Biſhop of this Realm. But the 
Arch-Biſhops of this Realm are ſuch Metropolitans as ow 
no Subje&tion to any Patriarch, and therefore have no 
neceſſity of being confirm'd by him. Nor doth the 
Statute take away any ſuch Neceflity, for it ſuppoſes 
none. The Kings Preſentation to a Biſhoprick, againſt 
which he 1s ſo warm, was no new Uſurpation, but an 
ancient Right: had he -liv'd ſome Centuries before the 
Reformation, he would haye had this Grieyance to com- 
plain of. d 

The 2 next Paragraphs he tells us he had ſet down be- $: 32. 
fore, and I ſee no reaſon why they are repeated, but for ** * 
the Reader's mortification. The 324 Paragraph is that 
which has got the particle * #5 in it. The /aid Arch-Bi- 
ſhop, when no Arch-Biſhop had been mention'd before 
is another of our Author s /dioms in the ſame Period. The 
A&@ here deſcanted upon, expird with King Henry, and 
it will be time enough to confider it, when it is reviy'd 
again. If Prohibition of appeals to Rome, and making 
the King the laſt Appellee be an AR of the Reformation, «. zz. 
it has been prov'd that King Henry the 24, andall his Bi- | 
ſhops (except Becket ) were Reformers. ' 

Some AQs'oft Parliament are cited in the 34th Para- s. 34- 
graph which were repeal'd by King Edward, and yet 
make up part of that accumulative charge which is laid 
on the Reformation. Even the Sx Articles are urg'd, 
which drain'd the blood of ſo many Reformers. But zhe 
Proteſtants in juſtifying the King s Supremacy muſt allow their 
own Condemnation if teaching any thing contrary to the ſix 
Articles &yc. That 1s, all thoſe who own an Autority, 
muſt juſtify. the abuſe of it ; They who obey the ju/? 


@ See the Animady. p. 65, ; 


Commands of their Prince, moſt oy I whey he 
commands what 1s unjuft. Father wall acknowledges, * 
I ſuppoſe, the Pope's Supremacy ; but he thinks himſelf 
ſeverely dealt with, when he is cenſur'd for not being a 
Rebel. 
' -Haying quoted ſeveral Acts he comes to refle& upon 
them a /itzle. viz. for fix Pages. Firſt he copes with 
' | Arch Biſhop Brambal, but I ſhould be unjuſt to that Pre- 
late's memory, if in ſo unequal an engagement I ſhould 
think he wanted my Afliſftance. What 1s /aid by the B1- 
ſhop is not /aid only, but demonſtrated. This Author 
has urg d nothing againſt him, but what he might have. 
fetchd from the Biſhop's own Confutation of Serjeant.. 
The Queſtion here diſcuſt has already been debated in. 
the* Animadverſions, and,ifthe Reader defires to be farther 
ſatisfied, I cannot more oblige him then by ſending him 
to the Moſt Reverend and Learned Author. He will 
find there a juſt and ſolid Vindication of a Noble Cauſe, 
which ſuffers when it falls into weak management, and is 
made part of an Occaſional Pamphlet. Having cate- 
chizd the Biſhop he next canyaſeth that Statute of much 
concernment, that the King fhall have power from time to time 
to Viſit, Repreſs, and Reform all ſuch Errors, and Hereſies as 
by any manner of Spiritual Autority lawfully may be Reform'd. 
But this 'A&t will be without the reach of our Author's 
cavils if it be obſervd; That the Power, by which the 
King Viſits and Reforms, 1s not Spiritual, but Political ; 
That a Power is not given him to declare Errors, but to 
repreſs them, ; that the determination of Herefie i 1s by 
AR of Parliament limited to the Autority of Scriptures, 
4 firſt General Councils, and affent of the Clergy in their 
Convocation; that the King hath notall the Power giv- 
en him which by any manner of Spiritual Autority may 
be pawiully exercisd, (me he has not the * --1og of the 
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Keys) but a power given him to reform all Herefies by 
Civil Authority, which-the Church can do by her Spiri- 
tual; That it 1s impoſſible #t ſhould be proy d that this 
power of Vifiting and Reforming is a neceflary Invaſion 
of the Office of Spiritual Paftors, becauſe when the 
Prince doth it by them, commanding them to do the 
Work, and exacting of them a diſcharge of their duty, 
He doth this without Uſurping their Office,and yet doth 
it by a power, diſtin from, and independent on their's: 
And laftly, that the Prince is oblig d to take care that 
all Acts of reforming be executed by their proper Mini- 
* fters, becauſe elſe he tranſgrefles the Power prefcrib'd in 
this Statute, /o 7o-reform Errors as may be "mo to the plea- 
ſure of Almighty God, The Application is obvious, and 
will fatisfie the Reader that our. Author muſt part with 


a whole Paragraph, if He will, as be pretends, remove the 335 


Miſ-interpretation of this AF. 


The next Paragraph makes remarks upon a Proclama- «. 3s: 


tion, and ſpeech of King Henry's, and fome words of 
Cronwel: which were very juſtifiable, if it were either 
neceſlary that we muſt defend them, or the Defence not 
obvious to every one who thinks. His Conclufion of 


this Chapter amounts to no more then that Biſhop Gar- «. ;z; 


diner was too great a Courtier, arid Calvin too credulous; 
One wasgro/s in his ſenſe of theSupremacy, and the other 
zealous againft it fo miſrepreſented. Which will then . 
. begin to be pertinent, when it is prov'd that Gardiner was ' 
- A Proteſtant, and Calvin a ſon of the Church of England. 
There is ſo little in this Chapter which aftedts the Refor- 
mation, that it cannot be worth recapitulating. 


Dias 
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(-71 of Reply to Chapter the 4" 
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33. J OW he ones to the times of Edward the 61h. Now 


LY then he firſt begins to remember the Title of his 
Book. Here he finds a/l :he Supremacy confirm'd to Edward 
the Sixth, which was formerly conceded to Henry the 8th. 
And yet the Reformers are accusd of Innovation, for con- 
tinuing what they found' eſtabliſh d by Roman-Carbolics, - 
he complains of the Repeal of ſeveral Statutes made in con- 
firmation of the Determinations of the Church. But by the 
Church 1s meant the Church of Rome, and it is no great 
Crime in a Reforming Prince that he did not think hun- 
ſelf oblig d.to puniſh with Death all her Determinations, 


| Theſe Statutes now repeal'd were reviv d ty 0. Mary, and a- 


gain repeal'd by 0. Elizabeth. Which amounts to no 
more then that Q. Mary was a Roman-Catholic, and Q. 
Elizabeth a Catholic Reformed. Hence he inters by 
way of Corollary, hat the trial of Hereſies and Hereticks 
by the Clergy according to the Determinations and Laws of 
Holy-Church was admitted or excluded here, according as 
the Prince was Catholic or Reform'd, « This ſentence, car- 
ries two faces, and is capable of two very different 
ConſtruQtions. Either 1t may fignifie that the Clergy 
were, or were not the tryers of Heretics, according as 
the Prince was Romani/t or Reformed, and then it 1s falſe; 
Or that the Determinations of Holy Church (You muſt . 
underſtand the C. of Rome) were or were not the Rule 
of ſuch Trials, according as the Prince was of the Roman 
or Reform'd Communion, and then it 1s wonderfully 1m- 
pertinent. 

This /eeker goes on, and fnds it affirm'd in an A& of 
Parliament, that All Juri/didion Spiritual and Temporal is 
derjud from the King as Supreme Head of the Church and 


Real o oF Enitland.: ” But if by te hadpleis d He might have 
found too, that this A&is: repeal'd;:and thatitherefore 
we are under no' Obligation to defend it. * But if Zuri/- 
dition be underftood in the'limited' ſenſe before ex- 
plain'd; this Act has no poiſon in it.'| And'ſo it will be 
underſtood by any one, who conſults: the Context. But 
this Act has been ſo largely and diſtinaly difeafs'd by a 
Learned-* Caſuiſt that afarther diſquiſition of it is need- 
leſs. . The change of Eleftion of Biſhops -by Conge d' 
eſlire into Collation by Letters-Patents'is a bad inftance 
ot the King's Supremacy ; dt: if ſuch collation infers a 
Regal Supremacy, thoſe, who have read that Biſhopricks 
were originally | Donative, not: EleQtve, will be apt to 
conclude that the King's of: "England were ' always 
Supreme» Nor is this Nomination\at'atll 11urious to 
the Divine Right of Biſhops, which is not deriv'd from 
the Perſons 'EleCting or ——__ oo the on ro: 
Conſecrating. 7 0125 7666 1 

But we have hun again crying out hai. He Guds the 
King and Parliament authorizing Arch-Biſ/hops, Biſhops GC. 
By Virtue of their Acs,to take [nformations concerning thenot 
. uſing of the Common:. Prayer Gwe. Theretw preſcrid'd and' to pu- 
niſh the ſame by Excommunication wc, '\The fifſt and laſt 
of theſe &cs, are very artificially placed for corrupting | 
the Text. After Biſhops ſhould have follow'd, Chancel- 
tors and Commiſsaries,, after:E:xxcommunication, "Sequeftra- 
tion, and other Cenſares and-Proceſsesi - So that the Auto- 
rity given by this A& doth not neceſfarily reſpe& the Bi- 
ſhops, and that Power of Excommunicating, which they 
have. jure divino;j.but may: relateito the power-giyen to 
Chancellors, and Commultaries, and other Officers, who 
plead no ſuch divine right to their reſpective FunCtions: | 
or if the Biſhops are included, yet not ſo as that they de- 


a Bichop Sanderſon's Epiſcopacy not prejile: al to Regal power: #2) af > 
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rive the power of A 0 fine this A AR; but 

of inflicting the other puniſh-ments, which by this At. 
may be inflicted. ' Or "let us tappole the Biſhops autho- 
rzdby this A& toExcommunicate, and Excommunica- 
tion taken inthe ſtrifeſt ſenſe for internal Cenſures, yet 
this will be ao ayury to their 745 divinum; untill it be 
prov'd that becauſe (God has gave the Biſhops a power to 
Excommunicate, taerefore the King may not command 
them to put it in Execution, where there i 1s a juſt Cauſe. 
He finds 32, Perſons commiſſion d to reform the Laws Eccle- 


feaſtical. But this he found before in King Henry's Reign, 


where it has already been confiderd, and I whither Treter 
the Reader, as often as this Author ſhall be pleasd to re- 
mind us of this Diſcovery. 

He finds Six. Prelotes and Six others commiſſioned 20 mike 
a new form of Conſecration of Biſhop's and Priefis. He might 


' have fonnd that this At as well as the former was made 


at the * requeſt of the Convocation. Nothing 1s by him 
excepted againſt the Form it ſelf; and for the Autority, 
the Synod petition d ſuch a Commiſſion might be gran- 
ted; the * Perſons commiſſion'd were all Clergy Men ; 

and < the Synod confirm'd it whendone. As for the: Oath 
againſt the Pope inſerted in the new 0rdinal, it was by . 
birth a Roman-Catholic; * King Henry s Biſhops took it 

without ſcruple; That * part of it, which this Author 

thinks moft: offenſive is ſince put out, and he may be as 
ſevere as he  pteaſeth upon a Non-entity. The Heretical 


Catechiſm in the 4:3" Paragraph ſhall be ſpoken to when 


it meets us agen in the 166". 
The 44. * would juſtifiea Proteſtation of Biſhop Bonner s, 


« Seerhe Petitions of the Clergy. Burn. V.2. Coll. p. 218. - 
Vol. 2. p. 47. d Fox. p.1093: | 

b Six Prelates, and ſix Divines Bur. | e Gor e the Oath in Fox with the 
V.2. p. 147. Wha ro —_— as it now ſtands. 

c King Edwards. Articles. Art. 35- Bur, Wo. 


which that Biſhop himfelf* recanted. He tsangry at Fox 
for calling that Proteſtation Popiſh. But that Prelate 
himſelf imhis recantation of it calls it unadviſed, of 'i1 ex- 
example, unreaſonable, and undutifull, Tf Fox abuſes the Bi- © 
ſhop "a 1s becauſe Pcpi/h ſignifies ſomething worſe then 
all theſe. : | 


* We are next entertain'd with: a confus'd Catalogue of 5. 45. 


Articles propos d to Biſhop Gardiner s Subſcription, toge- 

ther with our Author's Notes upon them. One of the 

moſt pertinent Notes would have been, that Biſhop * Gar- 

diner 1ubſ{crib'd moſt of theſe Articles; but this was not 

for his Intereſt to obſerve. His remark is that tho' in 

ſome of theſe Articles the Autority of Parliament is mention d, 
yet in none of theſe is any thing ſaid of the Conſent of the Cler- 
£y, as neceſſary to make ſuch Parliamentary or Regal injundi- 
ons valid, That the conſent of the Clergy was urgd to 

this Biſhop, I hope he does not deny; I am ſure *elſe- 

where He confefles1t. The meaning muſt be, that this 

conſent wasnot urg'd under the modality of making 

the Regal InjunQions valid, Nor do I ſee any Necel- 

fity it ſhould; for Gardiner had not yet 41o far retin'd his 

groſs ſenſe ofthe Supremacy, but that he ſtill own'd his 
Obligation to obey His Majeſties Godly InjunQions and 

Ordinances concerning Religion. Neither could the 

Impoſers of theſe InjunQtons, according to their Princi- 

ples, lay ſo great a ſtreſs on the conſent of the Clergy; 

for if the matter of the Injunctions was unlawtul, no 

Church-Autority could make them lawful ;: but if it 

was agreeable to the Law of God, then the Civil Autority 

without the Synodal (if that had been wanting) was ſuf- 

ficient. From this idle remark* the Author has raisd 

|  @ Bur. V.2, Coll. P. 112, : {that the Injuntions were of all men for 
6 Fax-p. 1350. T357. ! all ſorts :obediently receivid, And that 


c F. 110, it is urgd by ». that inthe this charge was,given in, is gat denied 
charge given in againſt -Gerdirer it is aid,” in the Reply to 1. F. 119. _- 
$ | Þ. wy . 


as idle a Conſequence; From this non-mentioning- the 
conſent of the Clergy he colleds, that when the Synodal con- 
 ſentoftheClergy is any where elſe mention'd, as ſometimes it 
is, it is not to add any Autority to theſe Injundtiags thereby. 
Now to me it ſeemes a wild Inference that becauſe. the 
Synodal conſent was once not urgd as neceſſary, there- 
fore, when-ever it was urgd, it was thought to add no Au- 
tority. I may certainly obey my Prince 1n a thing law- 
ful, tho'my Pastor doth not at the ſame time exact this 
Obedience from me; But when they both require the 
ſame Duty, thereariſeth a new tie of Obedience, and I 
am now under a double Obligation. Butleaft we ſhonld 
wonder why the King and Parliament never pleaded any 
Neceſlity of the Synodal conſent, the Author conjeCtures 
the reaſons to be, 1/7. Becauſe ſome of the Voters were di(- 
placd, and fo their ſuffrage leſs Authentical. - But theſe 
places were ſupplied, and then I would know why thoſe, 
who ſucceeded into their Pa/foral charge,did not alſo ſuc- 
ceed into their Synodal Autority ? and if ſo, why the Re- 
formers ſhould think the- Ad of a Synod leſs Authenti- 
cal when Ridley ſat there, than when Bonner did ? His ſe- 
cond reaſon is, Becauſe :heyJaw that the Laws of this Na- 
tional Clergy could fiand in no force, but ſo would alſo the 
Laws of the Church, and her Synods which were ſuperior tothe 
Engliſh Clergy; And if the King urg'd his and his Subjef's 
freedom fromthe Laws of the Church Univerſal, ſo muſt He al- 
ſofrom the Laws of his own Church National. Church, Su- 
perior Synods, and the Church-Univerſ/al are words, which 
ſound big; but when they come to be conſtrued, the 
Laws of the Church, fignifie Papal Decrees; Superior Sy- 
nods are put for any Cotncil that is forreign;and the Church- 
Univerſal dwindles into Roman-Catholic. In this caſe I 
hope we may obey our Lawful Paſtors, tho'we reje&tan 
Uſurper ; Nor are. we quitted from our..Obligation to 


thejuſt Autority of our own Biſhops, becauſe we do not 
| ſubmitto the Invaſions of Forreigner. But if by Church- 
Univerſal,and Superior Synods 18 meant what other Peo- 
ple underſtand by thoſe words, 1t reſts to be proy'd that 
the Reformed plead an Exemption from their Autority.. 


The 4.6:h Paragraph tells us of God's ju/t judgment on s. 46. 


Biſhop Gardiner, for having/ſo zealou/ly abetted the King's' 
Supremacy. But the divine Judgments are differently in- 
terpreted,according to the different Sentiments of the In- 
terpreters. Other Writers tell us of ſeyerer Judgments 
inflicted on this Prelate,. than Deprivation, and that for 
more flagrant crimes then aflerting the Regal Supre- 
macy. 

He conclndes this Chapter with the reſentment of the 
Clergy for their loft Synodal Autority. It 1s confelt that the 
Extreme of raiſing the Eccleſiaſtical power too high, in 
the times of Popery;had now produc'd another of depreſ- 
{ing it too much. But this was the /nfelicity of the Clergy, 
not their Crime. The ſame Autority, which tells us the 
Clergy: complain'd of this, tells us allo that thoſe com-. 
plainers were the Reformers. But this 1s a fruth, which 
1s induſtriouſ]y conceal 'd, and the Citation mangled left 
it ſhould confeſs too much. Haxc diſcrimina pati Clerics 
iniquum atque grave viſum es? ſaith he, fronuthe 4Antiquita- 
tes Britannice. Clericis multojam acrins atque vigilantins in 
divina Veritate, quam unquam antea laborantibus, ſay the 
Antiquities. This OmiflionT believe was not for brevity. 
fake; for he doth not uſe to be ſo frugal in his Citations. 
But the Reader was to underſtand by Clerici the Popi/h 
Clergy excluſively to all others, and the decay of Synodal 
Autority was to be repreſented not as the grievance, but 
the fault of the Reformers. For this reaſon it 1s that we 
tind this Author indecently inſulting over: that pious 
Martyr Biſhop Hooper. All, which Iſhall obſerye of it, 1s 


ALLO_» 


| this that what is here ſaidof this Biſhop's Appeal from the 
Eccleſiaſtical to the Civil power, is applicable to St. Panls 
» Appeal ro Ceſar. The caule then was Ecclefiaftical, for 


. © They * hadcertain queſtions againſt him of their own Superſti- 


' tion. And the Biſhop might have usd St. Pauls Plea, 
* That after the way which they call 4 Hereſie, ſo worſhip'd be 
the God of his Fat hers, believeing all things which are written 
in the Law andin the Prophets. | 

This Chapter more nearly concerning the Reformation 
it may not be amiſs to give a brief Summary of what is 
perform'd in it. It 1s ſaid, that all the Supremacy was 
confirmd to Edward the 6th, which was conceded to © 
Henry the 8th; But no reaſon 1s given why it ſhould have 
been diminiſhd: that ſome Statutes againſt Heretics were 
repeal d;. but this repeal not ſhewn to be without good 
reaſon, or good Autority - that all [uriſdiQtion Spiritual 
is faid to bederivd from the Prince ' butthis Expreflion 
taken in a due Senſe may bejuſtifyed, and if it could not, 
the Act being void, we areunder no.Obligation to defend 
it;: that the Biſhopsare authoriz'd by Virtue of an Actof 
Parliament to excommunicate; but this ierrretehid 
1s forc d upon the Statute,” and the words taken even in 
this Sence will not bear the Streſs which is laid upon 
them ; that 33 Commiſſioners were appointed to reform 
the Laws Eccleſiaſtical, and 6 Prelates with 6 others to 
reforin the Ordinal ; but nothing ſaid to ſhew that theſe 
did not want a Reformation, or that the Perſons commilſ- 
fion'd were not qualified, for ſuch a truſt; and theſe two 
urg'd as the mere effe&ts of Parliamentary Supremacy, 
which were the Synodical requeſt of the Clergy : that an 
Oath of Supremacy was imposd on Perſons entring in- 
to Holy Orders; but this Oath invented by Papiſts, and 
m that Þart which gives Offence fince alterd: that an 
a, AQts25.I1., 6 Ads25. 19g. c Ads 24. 14 : | 


"ow -_ 
Hypothetical Submiffion of Boyer was' not accepted; 
but this ſuch a Submrtffion as that Biſhoprecanted - That 
the conſent of the Clergy was once' not urg'd as neceſ- 
fary to make the Regal ImunCtions valid; But no reafon 
afſign'd why it ſhould have been : That the Clergy com- 
plaind of their loſt Synodal 'Autority ; But theſe the 
Reformers, who yet are accusd of being no Friends to 
it : That Biſhop Hooper appeal'd to the Civil power; 
But ſo alſo did S'. Paul. The titleof this Chapter (leaſt 
the Contents may have made the Reader forget it) was, 
The Supremacy claim'd by King Edward the 6th. 


A Keply to Chapter the F*. 


WE: are come now to Q. Mary's Reign, the fatal 
Revolutions of which We would willingly forget, 
did not the unſeaſonable importunity of theſe Men re- 
freſh our memories. Our Author had acted the part of 
askilful Painter, had he caſt a veil over this piece of his 
Hiſtory; for the Calamities of this Reign tend little to 
the Honour of that Religion, and are never properly in- 
{1{ted on, but by thoſe who write InveCtives againſt Po- 
pery; But thoſe Reflections, which create horror in 
other men's breaſts,ſeem to have a different Effect on this 
Writer: for in his entrance upon this Reign, 1t 1s eafte to 
diſcover ſuch a new Warmth and Yigor in his Expreflions, 
as betray him to be in a more then ordinary rapture. 4 
that had been done in the twwoformer Reigns by Prince, 
by State, or by Clergy, were now by an equal Autority of 
Price, Clergy, and State reversd, repeal'd, ejefted. 
His Diſcourſe here has put on a new air, and like the 
Orator 1n his triumphs over exil'd Catalzrze he profe- 
cutes declining Hereſie with an abt, exce//it, evaſi. 
But here to moderate his Acclamations, let me tell 


him that this Prince, who thus. rever/es, repeals, and 
eres, was the ſame *that gave the Suffo/k men full aſ- 
furance that ſhe would never make any Innovations or 
changes in Religion; The fame, that made an open De- 
claration in Council, * that though her own Conſcience 
was ſtaid in matters of Religion, yet ſhe was refolv:d not 
to compel or reſtrain others: So that-this after repealing 
refles ſeverely on thoſe Guides, who had the Govern- 
ment af her Conſcience, and thoſe Principles, by which 
She ated. Lay-Supremacy was indeed at laſt ejzeted by 
her, but not till the other parts of the Reformation were 
reverſt by it's Influence. If ſending out Injun&ions in 
matters Eccleſiaſtical, uſing the Title of Head of the 
Church; _convoking Synods, ejecting Biſhops by Com- - 
miſſion, prohibiting ſome Preachers, licenſing others, 
inhibiting the Pope's Legate to come into the Kingdom, 
if theſe, I fay, are admitted to be ſigns of a Lay-Supre- 
macy, it muſt be confeſt that Q. Mary was ſuch a Su- 
preme. It 1s not therefore Regal Supremacy, as ſuch, 
but as countenancing the Reformation, which theſe 
men condemn. Thoſe Powers, which in the former 
Chapter were Invaſions of the Church's right, do in this 
eafily eſcape our Author's Cenſure. We are told now 
of the power of the Prince when Proteſtantiſm is to be 
defacd, who in the eſtabliſhment of it was allow'd to 
have no power in Cauſes Eccleſiaſtical. Nor 1s the Clergy, 
which here rever/es, repeals, and ezedts, leſs liable to E:x- 
ceptions. Por the firſt change was not of Religion, but of 
the Paſtors; and the Reforming Biſhops were ejected he- 
F fore the Reformation. Thirteen Prelates we find depriv d 
| to make room for a reverſing Hierarchy ; and of « Six- 


4 Burn. V.2. p 237, c See them reckon'd by this Author. F.5 3- 
S Bur. V, 2. p. 245. | d Bur, V. 2, p, 276. 


teen-thouſand Inferior Clergy-men (as they wert then 
computed ) 1 2000 turnd out for committing the unpar- 
donable Sin of Matrimony. As for the Autority.of the - 
State, i. e..the Parliament, it wasnone, we were told, in 
the 2 former Retgns, and fure it had no advantage in 
this if it be remembred, how * Ele&tions were manag'd, 
and how predominant Spaniſh Gold was. 

The 4 next Paragraphs give us an account of the Re-5 49.5 
ſtitution of things made in Q. Mary's days; which I al-i"*? 
low, and only defire the Reader to carry a long with him 
what has been hinted of the manner of it. Paragraph S$: 53: 
the 531 queſtions, whether this Clergy in Q. Mary's days 
were a lawfull Clergy ? And the ſucceeding pages endea- $- 5+: 
vour their Vindication. The Biſhops cje&ed by Q.Mary * ** 
he has numbred from Fox, but leaft we ſhould have too 
much truth together has took care to qualifie it with his 
Paratheſes. Fox mentioning Hooper eje&ed from Hor- 
ceFer, it 'is added | he might have ſaid from Gloceſter 
too, for Hooper 7 the latter end of Edward the 6th's 
time held both theſe Sees together in Commendanm. | 
Our Author might have ſpard this Obſervation from Sar- 
ders, had he conſulted the * Appendix to the Hiſtory of 
the Reformation, where this lie of Saxders is confuted. 
Hooper was firſt made Biſhop of GhoceFer, which before 
King Henry the 8/hs time, had been part of the Biſhop- 
rick of YorceFter: In King Edwards time theſe Sees 
were reunited, ſo that Hooper had not two Bifhopricks, 
but one that had for ſome Years been divided into two; 

He only enjoy'd the revenue of GlaceFer. | For Wor- 
_ Ceſter, Latimer for Non-conformity to the Six Articles 

had been ejefted out of it, or for fear re/w1 d it, yet (for 
what reaſon I know not ) could not im King Edward's 
tne be reftord to it. ] This again is a tranſcript froin 
« Burn. V.2. p. 252. 6 Burn. V, 2. App. p' 396. 


” 4 b- ny 


bl incxhauſtible PI =>, | $66 was not of ciefted, 
but freely rehign'd his Biſhoprick upon many the Six 
ARG with which he could not comply with'a good 
Conſcience. In King Edward's time the Houſe of Com- 
mons interposd to repoſſeg him, but he refus'd to accept 
of any. Preferment. [ Taylor was remov'd from Lin- 
colin by death, not by the Queen, as appears from Fox. 
P- 12.82. ] Q. Mary's © Commiſſion for diſplacing the Bi- 
' ſhops isextant, amongſt which Taylor is one. Fox poſi- 
tively faith He was depriv'd; He faith indeed in the place 
cited that he died, bee not that his Death was before 
his Deprivation. Having given us this Catalogue of the 
ejected (thus adulterated with his falſe mixtures ) he 
deſires us in Vindication of the juſt Autority of Q. Mary's 
Clergy to take notice; That the Ejedon of Biſhops 
&9. Marys days was not the Fir/t, but Second Ejection ; 
the jir/t being mads in King Edward's 71me, when Gar- 
diner, Bonner, Tonſtal, Day, Heath, Vely, Were re- 
mov'd from their Sees. But here we have a DUpergu- 
merary put in to enhance the Catalogue. Yeſy © was 
not depriy'd, but did reſign. His Character in Hiſtory 
is ſo ſcandalous that he ought to have been depriyd, and 
= grin it had been pardonable to have gueſsd that he 
as; but it was unlucky to affert it. Provabyy, he ſaith, 
ſome others were removd from their Sees. To which 
it may be enough to anſwer, probably not. 1 find 
not the Eccle/iaStical HiStory of thoſe times accurately 
written by any. An Accurate Writer in his Senſe is- 
one who-favours his own Cauſe, and is careful to inſert a 
neceſſary Supplement of his own, where the Hiſtory 
wants it. His admir d Sanders is inthis Senſe accurate 


# Sand. p. 181. c Bur. V. 2. Coll p a | 
& Bur. V.2. App.p. 385.2y2. & Hiſt. d Godw. Catal, ot Bishops. 
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enough, but not ſo accurate, as our Author could have 
wiſh'd. Nor Mr. Fox to uſe the ſame diligence in num- 
bring the change of Clerey under King Edward, as he doth 
that under ©. Mary. As for the Biſhops which are the 
Clergy here meant, Fox mentions the Deprivation of all 
that were deprivd; and it is becauſe He had not this 
Author's d:hgence, that he named no more. Something 
may be conjettur'd from thoſe general words of his, © For 
* the moſt part the Biſhops were chang d, and the dumb 
* Prelate compel d to give place to others that would 
« preach®. Mr. Fox was no great Maſter of Style, nor 
rigorous 1n his. Expreſſions, from which our Author 
would make advantage. But it 1s a fign his caule is de- 
ſperate, when he 1s forc'd thus to build upon empty cor- 
gedures. The Deprivation-of Biſhops 1s not a matter 
| of ſo little importance, that our Hiſtorians ſhould take 

no notice of it; but amongſt them all, We find no more 
 Deprivd, then have been mention'd. Dr. Hey/n, and 
Dr. Burnet have been very exa& in this particular, but 
they have not arriv'd to our Author's dz/zzence and accu- 
racy. He mult therefore be content with the ejeation 
of only 5 Biſhops in King Edward's time; which he pro- 
miſes us to prove ot lawful, and conſequently the eje- 
ded juſtly reſtor d, and the mtroduc'd juſtly ej2ff24 11 
9. Mary's #1me. The ejection he proves not lawful; Be- 
cauſe 1/t. Not done by L.awful Autority. 11y. Nor for a 
Lanmwful Cauſe. | 


1/2. Not done by lawfnl Autority ; Becauſe the. Bl-g 55. 


ſhops being triedfor Matters Eccle/raſtical, their Judges 
were the King's Commifſiowers. But neither 1s 1t true 
(at leaſt not prov d) that they were tried for Matters Ec- 
cleſiaſtical ; Nor is it true that the Kings Commilſho- 
ners (amongſt whom was the Metropolitan) were not 
proper Judges in ſuch Cauſes, as has been proy d by the 


AAnimadverter;, Nor can the Autority of fuchCommil- 
fioners, tho unlawful, be declind by this Writer, who 
preſently will prove the Biſhops in Q. Mary's time <je- 
Qed by lawful Judges, Who yet were no other, then that 
Queen's Commiſſioners. So that there is in this one 
' Period ſuch a complication of falſhood, as nothing can 
match, but what follows concerning the Cax/es of their 

vation. | 

The Cau/es he ſuppoſeth to be all the Articles of Po- 
pery as diftin& to the Religion Reform'd ; Their not 
owning the King's: Supremacy; Non-conformity to his 
Injunttions; Not-relinquiſhing the Uſe of former Church- 
Liturgies ; Not conforming to the New-Service, and 
other Innovations. He ſuppoſes he has by this time 
confirm'd his Autority with the Reader ſo far that he 
will credit his bare affertion withont vouching any Hi- 
ſtory. But it 1s impoſſible He could have falfified fo . 
groſly, had not an implicite Faith in Sazders given him 
over to a'Spirit of deluſion. TornSal * was depriv'd for. 
Miſprifion of Treaſon; He was a firm Friend of the 
Protector, and ſo well ſatisfied with the firſt changes 
which were made, that he 1s complaind of by Gardmer 
(as well as Crarmer) in a Letter which he wrote to the 
ProteQtor.” * Boner and Gardiner were depriv'd for 
not Preaching up the Kings Autority to be the ſame un- 
der Age as after; whichis a point purely Secular, and 
relating to the Conſtitutions of this Government; *CGar- 
dimer in the Sermon (for an Omifſion in which he was 
depriyd) expreſt himſelt very fully concerning the Pope's 
Supremacy, as juſtly aboliſh'd, and the Suppreſſion of 
Monaſteries and Chantries ; approvd of the King's pro- 
ceedings; thought Images might have been well us'd, 
but yet might be taken away; approv'd of Communion 
by Bur. V. 2. App. p. 399. 391. & Ibid. c Bur: Hiſt. V. 2. p. 70. 


in both kinds, of the abolition of Mafles, and new Order 
of Commumon,; afferted indeed the ral Preſence, 
but that was not yetdeclard againſt. * Boer compli- 
ed ſo cafily with every Order of Council, that it was 
not. caſte to find any complaint againſt him, » Heath 
and Day complied with all the-changes that were made 
in the firſt 4 Years of this King's reign, and both preach'd, 
and wrote for them. They were depriy'd by Lay-Dele- 
gates in the 574 Year of King Edward, and my Author 
hence guefles it was for ſome Offence againſt the State. 
After this account I need not be ſollicitous to _— 
Whether the Cauſes affign'd by our Author were}juſt 
Cauſes of deprivation or not, haying provd that they 
were not at all the Cauſes. ; 

As for #he Fjedion of the reſt of King Edward's B:- 
ſhaps by Q. Mary, this, he ſaith, will be juſtifiable if 
done. 1/t. For a lawful Cauſe. 11y. By a lawful Fudge ; 
which therefore he affigns. The Cauſes here he ſuppo- 
ſes to be all the Articles of Reformation, as diſtinct to 
Popery, viz. Marriage of Clergy; denymg the Papal and 
aſserting the Regal Supremacy ; accu/mg the Church- 
Service of Idolatry, denying the corporal preſence m the 
Euchari, or that it was a propitiatory Sacrifice, gc. 
- This again he aflerts upon his own Autority; which had 
need to be great, ſince it contradiQas all others. Of the 
Biſhops eje&ed by Q. Mary, ( befides © thoſe who made 
_ "room for the re-entrance of the former Pofleffors, not un- 
juſtly ejected, ſo far as has yet appear'd, and therefore 
unjuſtly reintroducd) «Four of them, Hokate, Farrars, 
Bird, and Buſh were eje&ted for Marriage. < Three o- 
thers 7 aylor, Hooper, and Harley were |depriy d by De- 


@ Bur. V. H, 121. d Bur. V. 2. Coll. p. 256. 
6 Bur. V.'2. App. Þ. 390. | e Ibid. p.257. 
« Bur. Hiſt. V.a. p. 247. ; 


legates, who were empowerd todeclare their Sees void, 
as they were already void. * Barlow was made to re- 
fign. * Cranmer, the only remaining Biſhop in the Ca- 
talogue, was eſteem'd Arch-Biſhop till he was degraded 
for Herefie; ſo that he indeed was depriv'd of his See, 
and of his Life together, for the Cauſes alledgd. Now 
as for thoſe, which were ejeated for Marriage, it was 
warranted by the Law of God, the Autority of the Pri- 
mitive Church, the Statutes of the Realm, and the Sy- 
nodical A&t. of the E7g//b Clergy. Nor 1s it to any 
purpoſe, which our Author urges, that theſe AQt of the 
Parliament and Synod were repeal d; ſince a repeal could 
only abrogate the Law for the future, not void it from 
the beginning; it might make that Marrzage ſhould be, 
not that it ſhould have beer unlawtul; 1t might legiti- 
mate the proceedings againſt theſe Biſhops if they re- 
tain'd their Wives, not warrant the deprivation of them 
for what was paſt. Nor 4s it more material which is 
here urgd, that the Laws which legitimated fuch Mar- 
riage were void in their making, as being contrary to 
the Canons of Superior Councils, untill it be proved that 
thoſe Councils, which prohibited ſuch Marriage,were our 
lawful Superiors, and, if ſo, had power to lay. ſuch a 
Yoke upon their Subjects. For theſe Councils he refers 
me to the D/cour/e of Celibacy, and for a Reply I refer 
him to the -4:/wwer to it. As for the next 3 Biſhops 
Taylor, Hooper, and Harley their Judges were not to 
{eek for a Cauſe, who had power to declare their Sees 
void, as they were already void. But let us at laſt ſup- 
poſe the Cauſes of their Deprivation the ſame as are by 
him allegd; as it is confeſt they were the Cauſes, for 
which Crarmer was depriyd, and for which He and o- 

thers were burnt; Yet whether theſe were juſt Cauſes 


« Bur, V. 2. p. 275. 6 Bur, V.2. P. 257. 


of Deprivation or not, doth not depend upon this Man's 
confident Afﬀertion, but on the truth of the thing. Tt 
ſeems ſomething arrogant thus Magiſterially in one 
breath to condemn all thoſe DoQtrines of the Reformation, 
which have hitherto ſtood the ſhock againſt all. their Ar- 
guments, and their Faggots; their Be/larmzmesand their 
Bonners. The Reformers for ſome Years have been 
writing'and dying in Juſtification of theſe Doctrines, and 
doth this Author at laſt think that the very naming of 
them 1s Evidence enough that thoſe Biſhops, who were 
gzeted for their adherence to them, were rightfully eje- 
ted as to the Cauſe ? But it is enough with theſe Men 
to condemn an Opinion, that it 1s not their own ; For as 
for the truth of particular DoE&rines, whether there be a 
Trinity, whether Chriſt and the Holy Ghoſt be God, or 
the like, theſe, weare told, * are things that trouble none, 
who hath once undergone the Mortification of dethro- 
ning his own Judgment, and hath captivated it to the 
Unity of the Church's Faith. 

But as they were regularly ejeCed as to the can/e, fo 
| they wereas to the 7ude, they being not &zeted, he ſaith, 
by the Queen's Commiſſioners, but by the delegates of the 
Weſtern Patriarch. This, not to ſpeak too bluntly, is a 
* Gaſ/conade with a Witneſs. Had not the World been pre- 
ſented with a Colleaion of Records, ſuch an Afertion, as 
this, would have been more tolerable; but to tell us they 
were not depriy'd by the Queen's Commiſſioners, when - 
we can haye recourſe to the © Original Commiſſions, by 
which they were depriv'd, became one, who writes as if 
he had no reputation to loſe. But the Judges were to 
be proy'd Canomcal, the Delegates of the Prince had be- 
fore been affirm'd to be Uncanoncal, and this being a 


# Guide in Controv. Preface. | Bur. Vol. 2. Coll. p. 256. 257. 
5 Book of Educ. p. 294. Edit Ox,1677. ; | 


cuts it. | 


ted as to the cauſe, and as to the Judge, the next Que- 
ſtion is, whether they were regularly burnt too? 4 for 
the burning of Heretics, at 2s to be con/ader d, He faith, 


that the Secular {aws, not EccleſtaStical appoint it, and 


the Secular Magiitrates, not Eccle/raſtical, execute 2. 
This amounts to no more than that Kings are the Popes 
Executioners; they are requird to extirpate Heretics 
upon pain of being themſelves extirpated; and if they 
will not be active, muſt be paſſive. It is farther obſery d 
that ProteStant Prances, as well as Catholic , have 
thought jit to execute this Law upon Heretics. He 1n- 
ſtances in Foar of Kent, and George Parzs burnt in Ed- 


ward the Sixth's days. But theſe ſuffer'd for Impieties - 


direQMly againſt the Creed; -» Joax of Kent for denying 
that Chriſt was incarnate of the Virgin Mary ; * George 
Parzs for denying that he was God. We have King £A4- 
wards *© tears recorded which he ſhed upon ſigning the 
warrant for Joan of Kent's execution; but I have not 
read of any tears ſhed upon that Occafion by Q. Mary. 


Some other Auabaptiſts condemn d and recanting were 


enjoyn'd to bear their Faggots. But * the Opinions of 
theſe Anabaptiſts would have made an Anticreed to that 


of the Apoſtles ; and bearing the Faggot is all opposd to 


the cruelty of that Reign, when *« recanting did not ex- 
empt from burning. z Henry zthe 87hs time, Crom- 


wel pronounc'd Sentence on Lambert to be burnt. 1 


never read before that King Herry wasa Proteſtant Prince. 
Areb-Biſhop Cranmer committed to the Counter Tho- 
mas Dob a MaSter of -4rts, who alſo died in priſon. The 
Conſequence 1s, that Proteſtant Princes burn Heretics. 


a B. V. 2. Pp, I1T1., & Ibid p., 112, ©c Ibid, 4 Ibid. p. bi. © Cranmer's Tt 
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knot impoſſible to be unticd, the Knight-Errant boldly 
Having prov'd that theſe Biſhops were regularly eje- 


I *f 


; | 570 ws | 
19 Elzabeths time Lewes and Hammond were burnt 
for Heretics. Hammond's Impieties againſt God and his 
Chriſt were ſuch, as * Mr. Cambden will not mention, 
but defires they may be buried in Oblivion. Lemwzs was 
an Heretic of the fame Magnitude. Hacket was exe- 
cuted for Hereſy and Blaſphemy. * Such blaſphemies 
as might have been utterd by a faln Angel. Cappin and 
Thocker vere hang d for publiſhing Brown's book againſt 
the Common-prayer. But © that book full of Sedition 
againſt the State. 1: King James's 71me Bartholomew 
Legate was burnt for an Heretic. But * he an Arrius 
Redivivus. As for the Statute of King James 41. 3. 
Fac. 4.C. it does not puniſh the reconcil'd as Heretics, 
but as Traytors. The Crime there reputed Treaſon 1s 
with-drawing the Natural Obedience from the Prince; 
and none can ſuffer by that AQ, who takes the Oaths of 
Allegiance and Supremacy. - Had the Writ de Heretico 
comburendo lain as quiet as this Act, We ſhould not have 
refleted with ſo much horror on the Cruelty of the C. of 
Rome. This inſtancing in a Statute made only 27 terro- 
rem, and never put in Execution ( tho the demerits of 
ſome Apoſtates have been ſufficiently provoking) would 
tempt one to look back into the laſt Century, and review + 
the Treaſons and Rebellions which extorted the making 
of that Statute : but I forbear to purſue this Topick, leaſt 
too warm a zeal againſt the diſloyalty of that party be it 
{elf interpreted diſ-loyal. 


Having ſhewd us the Proteſtant's judgment concern: x. cc. 


ing the juſtneſs of burning Hereticks, he next gives us 
his own Sentiments, The ignorant Laity, and illiterate 
Clergy he in his great mercy reſcues fromthe Faggot,and 


« Cambd. Hiſt. of Eliz. p. 235. Edit. | e Stow's Chron. Q. Eliz. p. 696. 
Lond. 1675, OI 4 See his Opiniont Full. l. 19, p. 62., 
6 Ful, Hiſt, Book 9g'. p. zos- | | Pl. 


$7.68, 


condemns only to Poverty and Priſons, - This in Spazr: 
or [taly had been a great AE of grace; but He might be 


ſure few of our Laity or Clergy could plead the benefit | 


of it. The Fathers of the Church and Learned Sons of 
it arenot mention'd in this Indulgence, and there ſeems 
to be no reſerve for them. Indeed He had ſtretcht his 
kindneſs too far in favour of the Heretics credentes, 
and as ifhe repented, corfe//es fome of them to have been 
extremely arrogant and wnorant. It provokes his In- 
dignation that Mechanics ſhould diſpute with Biſhops. 
But the advantage theſe Mechanics had in the cauſe, 
made amends for the imparity ofthe Advocates. And 


' after all, Boner, and the Mzillker were not ſuch unequal 


Diſputants, as He would perſwade Us. They rehed he 
faith, oz the uncertainty of their own Judgement. But 
this Proteſtant- certainty ſuch, as has been prov d to riſe 
as high as the Popiſh Infallibility. He 1s not /ar:5/7ed 
that the Relations of theſe diſputes are pen'd with Inte- 
grity. Indeed the reaſonings of the Roman Prelates and 
Doctors are ſuch, as One would be apt to think them mil- 
related; but when I read our -Modern Controvertiſts, 
I begin to have a great reſpeCt for their Fore-fathers. 
The next Paragraphs tell us, that if the Ejetion of 
theſe Biſhops were lawful, then the IntroduCtion of 0- 
thers will be ſo too,tho'". x. Whilſt they living, 2/9. With- 
out the Metropolitan's conſent. But I am ſo well fat11- 
fied he has not prov d the lawfulneſs of the EzeCtion, that 
I ſhall not diſpute with him concerning the Conſequen- 
ces of it. Our Author him-ſelf, who doth not uſe to be 
{crupulous, ſeems here unſatisfied with his own perfor-. 
mances. For being conſcious he has not proyd Q. Ma- 
ry's Clergy lawful, He has another hold to which he 
makes his laft retreat. He is willing to juſtifie Q. Ma- 
7's re-eſtabliſhment of the former Religion, eyen with- 
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out her own Clergy, from the Autority of Superior Sy- 
nods. This he knows 1s part of our Plea, but with this 
advantage on our fide, that Whereas, he will have the 
Prince obligd to execute the Church s Canons without 
Inferior licenſe, We think him much more concern'd to 
provide for the Execution of Chris Laws without ſuch 
conſent of the Clergy. 6 
What has been ſaid in this Chapter cannot want a Re- 
capitulation. The ejeftion of Biſhops in King Edward s 
| time was to have been prov'd unlawful, becauſe for an 
unlawful Cauſe, and by an unlawful Judge ; the ejection 
of Biſhops in Q. Marys time lawful, becauſe for a law- 
ful Cauſe, and by a lawful Judge: the Judges in both 
caſes were the ſame, viz, the Commiſſioners of each 
Prince; the Cauſes in neither are rightly aflign'd; and 
of thoſe which areaſlign'd, Nothing is ſaid toprove their 
reſpective lawfulneſs or unlawfulneſs. This 1s the great 
Argument of the Chapter ; to repeat all the falhoods 
in it, would be to tranſcribe it. 


A Reply to his 6" Chapter. 


'FzE the former Supremacy. was reaffum'd by Q. E. $7.77 
4zabeth, is confeſt : Thus much is faid in the Ti- 
tle of this Chaþter, and no more in 3 pages of it. Some 
bounds of this Supremacy are own to be aflignd by s. 72. 
Proteſtant Writers : Who therefore are wrong d by this 
Author, when they are repreſented as Adyocates of an 
anhlmited Supremacy. The Qualifications by us urg'd 
are taken from the Queens Title, her Admonition, the 
words of the 37h Article, and the Provy/o in the firſt 
Act of Q. Elizabeth. Now as to his Rational Reply tos: 13: 
the 7h; that Head and Governor in a due ſenle. are: 
Synonymous, I allow; but becauſe the Style of Head 


eave Offence, the changing of it into a word, which was 
leſs obnox10us to cavil, was material. As to the {dmo- 
nition, it has been obſerv'd by the * Animadverter that 
no more power is there challeng'd to the Prince, than 
was due of Ancient time to the Imperial Crown of this 
Realm ; and ſo much our Church-Governour, if he will 
be conſtant to his own Principles, cannot deny. As to 


75- the Clauſe of the 37th Article, that, he tells us, will be 


ſubſcrib'd by all ſides; T hope therefore the Supremacy 
is there limited; Elſe the Romaniſts will ſubſcribe to 


+ 76. an unlimited power of the Prince. As to the Provy/o, 


that the adjudging of Herefie ſhould be confind to the 
Canonical Scriptures, four firſt General Councils, and Af- 
ſent of Convocation, and that this ſhould be no confine- 


77- mentof the Supremacy, is to me a Paradox. That the re- 


eſtabliſhment of the Supremacy was not conſented to by 
the Biſhops, who were 1n the beginning of Q.E4zaberh's 
Reign, 1s true ; but whether thoſe in the foriner Chap- 
ter have been prov'd a lawful Hierarchy, muſt be left 
to the Reader. This indeed was aſſerted ſtrongly; but F 
proving is not this Authors talent. n J 

E 


Have hitherto, not without great patience, purſued 
this Author through all his windings, and turnings, 
and every where diſcover his conſtant fallacies and pre- 
varications. Being arrivd to Q. Elizabeth s Reign, in 
which the Reformation had it's laſt ſettlements, We 
might juſtly have hopd He would have been drawing 
towards a Concluſion. But We have been wandring in 
a Labyrinth, and after this tedious purſuit are brought to 
the ſame point again, whence We t out, Four 


8 P- 140. 


A Reply to Chapter the 5". 


Jong Chapters haye been ſpent to ſhew us what Supre- 
macy King Hen. Ed. and Q. Elz. afſumd; and the 
fame things are to be repeated again in above an hun- 
dred pages more, to ſhew how they aCted according tos. 78 
ſuch Supremacy. This I know is a frightful proſpet 
to the Reader, but that He may not be dejefted, I pro- 
mile him to diſpatch the ſucceeding Chapters with grea- 
ter brevity, and to give them an Anſwer more propor- 
tionable to their weight, than their bulk. 

We are told that Az2g Henry by Yrriue of his Supre-s. 79 
macy committed the Laws FEcclefraStical to be reformed 
by 32 Commiſſioners. But this was a Repetition when 
we met it laſt; it was ſpoke to when itfirlſt ofter'd it ſelf; 
and I ſhould follow a bad pattern, if his Example ſhould 
invite me to repeat. 

By Virtue of ſuch Supremacy he ſet forth certam In-$. 8 
gunGions concerning Matters of Faith. Theſe Injun- 
Aions were the genuine Acts of the Convocation. The 
ſetting them forth therefore was not by virtue of any 

uch.1.e.any new Supremacy. For it 1s confeſt, that to 
enyjoyn the obſervance of Synodical decrees by Temporal 5 6- 
puniſhments was ſuch a Supremacy, as the Princes of this - 
Land, before Her. 87h, had and exercis'd. Theſe 4r- 
ticles ſet forth ſeem to him. to have nothing in them fa- 
vourimg the Reformed Opinions, and to diſcede in nothing 
from the Dottrme of former Councils. Why then are 
they brought here as an Evidence that the Reformation 
was carried on by mere Civil Supremacy? But however 
our Author and Saxders agree in their Hiſtory, they dit- 
fer much in their judgment. *Sarders ſtyles ſome of- 
theſe ' Articles Heretical, the Do&trines. of Luther, and 
Zwinghus, and ſaith they are diametrically opoſite to the 
Catholic Religion. The body -of them he compares to 


8. Sand, p. 119: 
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the Acorar, as made up ofa Medley of Religions, and.af- 
ter his uſual manner of treating Princes, calls King Her- 
ry upon this Occaſion another Mahomer: + The Refor- 
mers at that time thought a great. Step made by theſe Ar- 
ticles towards a Reformation : The Papiſts here were 
much mortified by them, and the Papal party abroad 
made great Uſe of them to ſhew the neceſlity of adher- 
ing to the Pope, ſince King Henry, having broke off his 
Obedience to the Apoſtolic See, did not, as he had pre- 
tended, maintain the Catholic Faith intire. _If there- 
fore theſe Articles do in nothing diſcede from Popery, 

it is becauſe the New Popery of this Age has diſceded - 
much from the a7:quated Popery of the former. It 1s 
noted, that the King by Virtue of his Supremacy com- 
mands theſe Injunttions to be accepted by his Subjefts, 
ot as appearing to him the Ordinances or Defmitions of 
the Church, but as judg'd by him agreeable to the Law 
of God. Our Author had. little matter for Cenſure, 
when He urg'd this as an Accufation. Tt 1s 22puzed that 
he paid moredeference to Chr:/?s Law, then to the Act 
of a Convocation; and chole rather to reſolve his and his 


Subjects Obedience into the Autority of God, then of E 1 


Man. Thusare We taught that we muſt put out our 
Eyes, ere We can follow Our Spiritual Guide, as We 
ought; and in our Faith preſcind from Chr:/7's Autority, 
if We will approve our ſelves good Carhohkes. For if 
what 1s enjoyn'd by the Church ſeem agreeable to the 
Word of God, and therefore is accepted, ſuch acceptance 
1s accus'd of not being ſufficiently reſigning ; So that no 
one, according to theſe Principles, is a true Son of the 
Church, but he who pays a blind Obedience to her Di- 
ates, either without any regard to God's : Laws, or 1n 
formal Oppoſition to them. | 
a Bur. V.I. p.218, 


». "By Virtne of ſuch Supremacy he publiſh'd a Book entit[d, x. v1. 


A- weceſſary Dotireme for all ſorts of People. The two 
» Arch-Biſhops, ſeveral Biſhops,and DofQtors of the Church 
campil d this book. If the Doctrines in it were as 0r- 

 thedex, as they were thought neceſary, T ſee no harmin 
the Publication. Whether they were or not, concerns 
not us, it being not pretended that theſe (or the Six Ar- 
ticles, wh are here alſo urg'd) were As of the Re- 

_ formation, 2 


Herefie became a thing of the Parliament's cognizance, as 5.82: 


well as the King's; Of their cognizance, not only for the 
. declaring and punijt ing, but alſo the adjudging of it. What 
the nice difference is betwixt declaring, and adjudging 
Herefie, I am not fo ſubtle a Nominalift as to determine. 
Herefie was no farther of the Parliament's cognizance, 
then to declare, how it ſhould be puniſhd. It was, in 
this ſenſe, of the Parliament's cognizance. before Kin 
Henry the 8's time, when the Laws were made'again 
Lollards, andafter King Edward's time, when thoſe As 
were by Q. Mary's Parliament revivd. 


He has dwelt rhe longer on theſe Inſlances that We may $83.84 


ſee, when a Prince (together with his Particular Clergy, or * 
rather whom out of them He ſhall chooſe) claims a power of 
compoſmng Models of Chriſtian Faith, and declaring all thoſe 
his. Subjedts Heretics, who do not believe and obey ſuch his 
Determinations; what danger, what mutability occurrs in ſuch 
a Nation, as often as this [Independent Head is not every way 
Orthodox. Tt concerns not us, what ill Conſequences 
may attend the claim of ſuch a power, untill it be prov'd 
that we aſcribe ſuch an Autority of New-Modelling the 
Faith to our Princes. The Apoſtolic, Nicene, and Athana- 
ſtan Creeds we receiveand embrace ; but I know not of 
any Henrician Creed incorporated into our Faith. The 
« Bur. V. IP. 274. | 
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Romaniſts have a Creed Younger by ſome Years then 

King Henry; but nothing isa part of our Faith, but what 
ſprung up with Infant-Chriſtianity. It 1s therefore a 
wild Inference, that becauſe we own the King to be Su- 
preme Head of the Church, therefore We make the 
Chriſtian Religion mutable. Did we make Acts of Par- 
liament the Rule of our Faith, there would be ground 
for ſuch an Obje&tion; For then an Artie® of Faith 
might be enaQted and repeal 'd at pleaſure, and He, who 
was Orthodox in one Seſſion, might become an Heretic in 
the next. But Scripture1is the Rule of our Faith, a Rule - 
like it's Author, unchangeable; the ſame yefter day,to day,and 
for ever. The Chriſlian indeed 1s obnox10us to the pow- 
er of the Prince, but Chriſtianity is without the reach of 
his Sword. Nor has the King this influence over the 
external profeſſion of Religion, as he 1s the Eccle/taftical 
Hegd, but as he is the Civil Supreme. God has intruſted 
him, as ſuch, with the power of the Sword, with a com- 
mand indeed to ule it for the prote&tion of the rue Reli- 
g10n, but with a natural liberty ſtill of uſing it for the 
Protection ofa falſe. This Author,I confeſs, has a reme- 
dy againſt this, namely, ſome Temporal coadtive power 
lodg din the Pope, in order to diſſolve upon Occaſion the c0- 
aftive power of the Prince; But we do not envy him: this 
Catholicon againſt Innovation. Paſſive Obedience 1s 6ur 
Principle, and if this renders the legal Eſtabliſhment of 
our Religion more obnox1ous to the pleaſure of the Civil 
Magiſtrate, Yet 1t better ſecures our common Chriſtiani- 
ty. Q: Mary therefore may repeal King Edward's Laws, . 
but unleſs ſhe could repeal Chrift's Law: too, Ridley's and 
Latimer s Religion will ſtill be the ſame; The only dit- 
ference. 1s, that the Faith, which before they defended 
fromthe Pulpit, they now more effeQually propagate' at 
the Szake. Toconclude this point ; whilſt Princes have 


thepower of the Sword, and Subjects are oblig'd to Non- 

reſiſtance, the Supreme Governor,will have an influence - 
over the outward State of Religion; and He, that com- 
plains of this,repines againſt the Methods of God's provi- 
' Gdence.. It 1sno blemiſh therefore on the Refgrm d Re- 
igion (which is here dwelt upon by this Author) that 
it went forward or backward under King Henry, accord- 
ing as-his different paſſions or Intereſts inclind him. 
Whilſt Q. 41 livd 1t had indifferent ſucceſs, ſaith Fox. 
Here then, ſaith our witty Obſerver, the Supreme Head of 
the Church was direfed by a Woman, and manag'd the Afairs 
of Religion accordingly. Now admitting this were a truth, 
which had eſcapd him, Yet the curious Editor, T doubt 
not, amongſt his ColleAions has met with a Medal re- 
preſenting Donna Olympia with the Pope's Mitre on her 
Head, and St. Peter's Keys in her Hands; and on the 
Reverſe, the Pope with his Head dreſt like a Lady, and 
a Spindle in his hand. Be itallo true, that Cromwel, 
Laic, had the totaF management of Eccleſiaſtical affairs under 
King Henry, Yet any one, Who 1s converſant in Hiſtory, 
knows that the adminiſtration of the Popedom has been 
in the Hands of more obnox1ous Fayourites. 


What is aid in the next Paragraph, is not-of more mo- c. 85. 


ment here, then when firſt mentiond in Paragraph 
the 19th. 


By Virtue of ſuch Supremacy, he took, Poſſeſſion of all the g.8;. 


Monaſteries and Religious Houſes, Our prolix Author, 
who never ſpares his own Labour, or his Readers Pati- 
ence, has enlarg'd upon this point for 12 Paragraphs, and 
is very copious againſt Sacrilege. But I do not ſee how 
our Cauſe is concern in this charge; Avarice and Sa- 
crilege are as great Sins in our Homilies, as they are in 
the Popiſh Canans; and Cranmerand Ridley wereas ſevere 
againſt robbing the Church, as this Declaimer. We 


are no more concern'd to defend King Henry's rapines, 
then the Luſts, ſome have charged him with, Were 
the Suppreſſion of Abbies as great a crime, as it is here- 
under falſe colours repreſented, I do not ſee why we are 
more oblig'd to plead in it's fayour, than this Writet- 
would think himſelfbound, becauſe he afferts the power 
of the Roman Patriarch, to juſtifie the foul and unparal- 
Tel d enormities of thoſe, who have ſat in St. Peter s chair. 
But were the diflolution of Monaſteries repreſented im- 
partially, it would be eafie, were it neceffary, to give it a 
 fairappearance; and 1t muſt be at laſt confeſt that the 
fault of King Henry was not ſo much in taking away ' 
thoſe foundations of Superſtition, as in not applying all 
theRevenues, as he did ſome (and had done more, it the 
Reformers had had more Influence over him) to Uſes 
truly Religiozs. 

By Virtue of ſuch a Supremacy he made orders and gave Di- 
Senſations in matters of Marriage, of Faſts, of Holydays, of 
Eleftion and Conſecration of Biſhops, and Challeng d a power 
of abrogating ſeveral other Ceremonies. Tt ought to have 
been ſhewn, that any Conſtitutions concerning theſe did 
ever oblige us, but ſuch as either were made and or- 
dained within this Realm, or ſuch other as were indu- 
ced into the Realm by ſufferance, conſent, and cuſtom; 
for until this Propoſition laid down in the Statute * be 

diſprov'd, the Aſſumption there, that the State hath 

_ power to diſpence with its own Laws, will be unſha- 
ken. Eccleſraſtical Canons with this Author is another 
expreſſion for Papal Decrees; the Autority therefore, 
which ſupported them, being juſtly taken away, it isno 
wonder if they fell with it. Amongſt the Rites, which 
King Henry commands to be obſeryd, till he ſhall be 
pleasd to alter them, Fox reckons paying of Tithes ; 
s 25. of Hen. $. 27.c: 


YADACTC 


 Whiere this Annototor obſerves, thar, Tirhes are here cor 
ceiv'd to be in the diſpoſal of rhe Supreme Head of the Engliſh 
CEharch, Now whether King Henry thought Tithes to 
be jure divino or not, doth not concern the Reformation; 
- But what is here faid of payment of Tirbes doth not prove 
that he thought them alienable from the Clergy ; For 
he might by his Laws regulate the payment of them, 
tho he did not think them di#poſable in this Author's 
ſenſe. Several Statutes were made in his Reign for the 
better ſecuring this Right of the Clergy; In them * Tithes 
are ſaid to be due io God and the Church; the detainers 
- of them to have no regard of their * duties to Almighty God; 
And the © Reformatio legum derives the Clergy's original 
right to them from the Laws of Chriſt. 

By Virtue of ſuch Supremacy, he without any conſent of $. 10 
the.C _ by his Vice-gerent Cromwel order d that Englifh 
Bibles ſbould be provided and put in every Church. The 
_ tranſlation of the Bible was petition'd by the 2 «Houſes 
of Convocation; and the publication of it was included 
in that requeſt. This Act therefore had the conſent of 
the Clergy, tho, had it wanted it, it would have been 
juſtifiable from the Law of God. The prohibition of 
the Scriptures to the Vulgar, which follow'd afterwards, 
was no A& of the Reformation, but of the Anti-refor-. 
mers. It was pretended that ſome erroneous Opinions 
were propagated by a free Uſe of the Scripture; and 
therefore that Uſe was reſtraind. Now leaſt it be ob- 
x&ted by Us, that the Opinions, the King call d erroneoxs, 
were the Proteſtant doQtrines diſcover d by the Vulgar | 
from the New light of Sciptures, this Author bids us 
ſee the very Opinions as the Biſhops colletied them in Fox : 
unownable by any ſober Chriſtian. Tt 1s my fate to deal 


a 27, Hen. $.c. 20. | c Ref. Leg. Tit. de Decimis cap. 1 
6 38. Hen, 8. c. 7. 4 Bur. 'V. 1. p, 1.95. 
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dom- content to be miſtaken, but he refers his Reader to 
the very Page, which confutes him. Fox, in the yery 
place by him cited; has ſhewd how unfaithful the Bi- 
ſhops. were in that Colle&ion ; He has. with great In-- 
duſtry compard the Biſhops Catalogue 'of Errors with” 
the Books, whence they are cited, and from the Com- 
pariſon has provd the Biſhops guilty of a fault (which 
this Author inherits from them ) that they perverted the 
ſayings of. the, Proteſtants otherwiſe. then they meant, faſly be- 
lied them, or untruly miſtook them, either in mangling the 
places, or adding to their words, as might ſerve for their moſt 
advantage to bring them out of credit. 

By Virtue of ſuch a Supremacy theſe things that King 
did, ſome of them againſt the Canons, not of Popes, but of 
the Catholic Church, and Superior Councils, The truth 
of this depends upon the four firſt parts of Church-Govern- 
ment : When we know. what he means by Church-Catho- 
lic: what by Superior Councils, and what thoſe AQts of 
the Reformation are, which are thus oppoſite to ſuch 
Obligatory Canons ( for we do not defire to juſtifie 
all King Henry s proceedihgs) it will then be ſeaſona- 
ble to give 1n our Plea to this (at preſent) indefinite 
charge. | | 

"That the King ſhould derive his Eccleſiafiical Furiſdi- 
Aion on Cromwel a ſecular perſon, and unlearned; con- 
cernsnot Us, fince the placing ſuch Juriſdiction on a Per- 
ſon ſo unqualifid is no part of the eſtabliſh'd Diſcipline 
of this Church. But that this is not a thing unparallel'd, 
the Animadverter has given an Inſtance in theKing of 
Spain's exercuing by Lay-Delegates greater Autority in 
1 an then can be pretended to have been lodg'd 1n . 
Cromwel. 


with One, who.glory's in his: Shame ; and Who is fel- 


. Ht now welobk back to the * preparations, which were 
-made towards a Reformation in this Kings Reign, and 
confider that the Papal Ulurpation was by him aboliſh- 
&d, the Rites and Conſtitutions, which depended merely 
on that Autority, faln together withit ; the Superſtition 
of Images, Reliques, and redemption of Souls out of Pur- 
gatory ſuppreſt with the Monaſteries; the extravagant 
Addrefles to Saints reduc'd to a mere ora pro Nobis, and 
that left at Liberty to be us'd or omitted; the Scriptures 
tranſlated, publiſhd, and made the Rule of Faith; and 
. the power of a National Church to reform her ſelf vin- 
dicated; We ſhall not be ſcrupulous to ſdbſcribe Mr: 
Fox's Epiphonema, which ſo much grieves this Author, 
That King Henry did by his Autority more good for the re- 
dreſſing and advancing Chriſt's Church here in England in 
three Tears, then the Pope the great Vicar of Christ with all 
his Biſhops and Prelates had done in the Space of three hun- 
dred Tears before. RS | 


4 Reply to Chapter the 8®. 


"IP Chapter is uſher'd in with a refleQtion on 2he x. 
breach made by King Henry upon the Church's Do- 
arines; T confeſs my ſelf very curious to know how a 
breach here is reconcild with a Non-diſceſſion from the 
Church's Dodrines above; but will by no means engage $. 89! 
this Author upon ſo immoderate a task as that of ſalving 

all his Contradictions; Lrather chooſe to own- it as-an 
extraordinary piece of modeſty, that he has placd the 

. two. Contradi&tory Propofitions in different Chapters. 

He challenges the Duke of Northumberland tobe of 10 
the Roman Church. We confeſs it, nor do we envy 
him ſuch a member.. | His ſtriking in. for ambitious 
4. Bur, Hiſt-Pref.. | Soy 


95. 


chide wich the + Rebrimery ww TRAE*pIN hateſts print: 


ples,cafts a blot upon his memory, butno blemiſh on the 
Reformation. Whether Cromwel died a Roman Catho- 
lic, as this Author intimates, or not, the term Catholic 
faith usd in his laft Speech made doubtful. This Writer 
bids us compare Fox with Lord Herbert, Fox ſyppoſes-- 
him a Proteſtant, and in the Margin calls his Speech *, 
A true Chriſtian profeſſion of the Lord Cromwel at his 
dearth: Lord Herbert in his Hiſtory faith no more then 
that *he made profeſſion of the Catholic faith; the Index 
<indeed fatth, he died a Roman-Catholic. The Author 
of the Antiquiries gives him an High Character, and fup- 
poſes him of the Reformed Religion. Ido not find that 
Heylin or Godwin mention any thing of this. * Fuller af- 
ter his way deſcants upon it, and inclines to think him 
a Proteſtant. Dr. Burnet * makes it appear that the term 
Catholic faith was then us'd in it's true Senſe, in Oppofſi- 
tion to the Novelties of the'See of Rome. He argues 
*from his praying in Engliſh, and that to God only. 
«through Chrift without thoſe tricks, which the Roman 
* Church uſe when they die, that he was none of theirs. 
After all, this Controverſte 1s not perhaps worth the de- 
ciding; but this Author 1s over peremptory in affirming 
that he died a Catholic in his Senſe. 

King Edward bed but one Parliament all his days, con- 
tinu d by Prorogation from $ effion to Seſſion, till at lf it en- 
ded im the death of 1be King. ' It betrays groſs Ignorance 
mn one, who ſets up-for an Hiſtorian, thus blindly to mi- 
ftake in a'matter ſo notorious. © s The firft Paclimcht 
was diffotv'd. Apr. 15. 1552. and a ſecond caltd the 1/. - 
of March after. As for the complexion of King Edward's 


s Lord Herberg. Hiſt. p Bur. 'V. 1, p.23$. 
s Under the Later C. et. 4 V.2. 'p. 195- 214. 
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Parliament, which he has given us from Dr. Heylin, Tt 


ariſes to no more then that in ſo great a Body, All did 
| not aft upon pure principles of Conſcience, but ſome 
_were fway'd by their Intereſt : An unputation, from 

which None can. pretend to vindicate their Infallible 
Councils, not this Author himſelf. 

' Cranmer 1s accusd of unorthodox Opinions concerning x. og, 

the power -of the Church. Cranmer pretended not to 
be Infallible, andall that is here faid, is, that he was not. 
He * had ſome fingular Opinions concerning Ecclefiaſti- 
cal Fun@ions, which yet he enjoyed by himſelf, and 
never ſtudied to make them part of the doctrine of this 
Church. Theſe * afterwards he corre&ed, and we find 
him ſubſcribing a Declaration, in which it is affirmd, 
that the Power of the Feys is formally diſtin& from 
that of the Sword, And leaft it be thought that in this 
fubſcription he was over rul'd by a majority,in a < Work, 
which was wholly his own without the concurrence of 
any other, He ſets forth their Divine Inftitutzon. Po/te- 
rity, faith aur Commentator, might have done better to 
have cover'd this Nakedneſs of their forefather, then to have 
publiſÞ'dit after ſo great Silence. A caution this of great 
uſe to the Followers of /2natius and Francis, but till we 
come to draw Parallels betwixt Cranmer and our Saviour, 
we ſhall not beaſham'd tv own in him the frailties of a 
Man. 

Ring Edward ſent out Injundions in matters of Religion. , 10s, 
True! And theſe contrary to the Decrees of former Obliging 
Councils. Which, till the four former parts of Church- 
Government are publiſhd, T may ſafely deny. Without 
the conſent of a Synod, the A of which only has force in ſuch 
Matters, This has been /aid often, but neyer yet at- 
tempted to be prov'd. 


- s Bur. V. 1. p.172, & Bur. V.1. inter Addenda. p 357. , « Bur. V.2. p.77- 
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107. | Henext preſents us with a ſumimary of the King's pro- 


ceedings from Fox, but, according-to' his uſual method, 
very much interpolated. Men of Learning were ſent 
for from forreign Countries, ſaith Fox ; Which argues ſtar- 
city at home of thoſe Clergy, who would ſecond the King's Refor- 
mation, faith the Comment.. After his rate of arguing, 
very poſſibly it may ; men of great Learning, ſay Tra- 
vellers, are at this time great rarities in ſome Popi/þ 
Countries; Yet my Logick gives me no encouragement 
toargue, that in thoſe places there 1s a ſcarcity of Popi// 
Clergy. Among thoſe ſent for, ſaith Fox, were Peter 
Martyr, Martin Bucer, and Paulus Fagius ; He might 
have added, faith the Parathefis, Bernardus Ochinus, Had 
he been as much. delighted in adding, as we find this 
 Church-Governor, he no doubt would have added it. 
But Mr. Fox very probably had not read that Ochinus 
was/ent for, and therefore beſides other reaſons made 
Conſcience of ſfayingit. © Martyr taught at Oxford, Bucer 
and Fagius at Cambridge, faith Fox. Sure, ſaith our Au- 
thor, not becauſe the Univerſities were not held ſo Learned, 
but becauſe they were not counted ſo Orthodox, Very ſure 
it 1s, that a compoſition of both was requird, and it is no 
wonder if in the very dawnings of Reformation, Perſons 
ſo qualified were very rare. Fox addeth. © And that 
* with no ſmall commendation of the whole Uniyerfity. 
The Author puts in, not without oppoſition of many Learn- 
ed Men there, and recommends to our Reading, when at leiſure, 
the rational arguings of Mr. Glyn, Mr. Langdale, and others 
againſt the Reformers. How rational their arguings are, 
he, that 1s at leiſure, may conſider ; but this Writer has 
given us ſuch a Specimen of his own, that T doubt his 
Judgment will little recommend them. But, fince he 
has umpos'd this task upon us, I hope,by way of return,he 
w1ll be pleas'd to peruſe the Dialogue berween Cu/iom-and 

: | BD” -ritie 


Veritie,which immedaiatly follows that part of Fox, which 
he has aflign d us. 'As for the Oxford oppoſations, Peter 
 Martyr's relation is perhaps not the mot impartial. And ſome 
may ſay our Church-Governor is perhaps not the moſt Honeſt. 
For if by this ſcrupulofity of Expreſſion he would infinu- 
ate that Martyr was partial, this 1s a Calumny borrow d 
from Sanders, and replied to by his *CConfuter. Tou may 
find in his Opponents, Treſham, Chadſey, and Morgan, 
much Learning, Reverence to the Church, and zeal in their 
Cauſe, Thave not the Relation by me, and therefore can 
paſs nojudgment on this Learned Triumuirate. But as 
for Tre/ham we have a Specimen in Fox *how great a Ta- 
lent he was Maſter of in diſputing. Being Pro-Sub- 
Dean of Chri?-Church he call'd all the Students together, 
and recommended Popery to them upon theſe convinc- 
ing grounds. © 3/7. He urg'd, that there were a goodly 
* company of Copes that were appointed to J}ind/or, but 
*he had found the Queen ſo gracious to him, that they 
* ſhould come to Chri/t-Church; Now if they, like ho- 
* neſt men, would come to Maſs,they ſhould wear them 
* on Holy-days. A ſecond motive was, that he would 
«cet them the Lady-Bell of Bampton, and that ſhould 
* make the ſweeteſt ring in all England. The third was, 
** that as for an Holy-Water-Sprinkle, he had allready 
* the faireſt within this Realm. He thought therefore 
«no man would be ſo mad, as to forego theſe commodi- 
*ties- Itmay be'needleſs to remark to the Gentle-men 
of that Foundation, that our Adverſaries are ſtill the 
-lame dangerous Orators, and therefore,ifany ſhould have 
irrecoverably engag'd his AﬀeCtions to a pretty pair of 
Beads, or ſet his heart immoderately upon the great Bell, 
it concerns him to haye a guard upon himſelf. The 
- Author having muſter'd up the Biſhops ejeted in King 
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Edward's days, adds; Pate Bi/bop of Rocheſtey, Goldwel 
Biſhop of St. Aſaph, — Biſhop elect. of Bangor are ſaid to . 
have been Bani/h'd, Ifthe Author was Jeſuite enough to 

ſay this to himſelf, before he wrote it, he may come' eff, 

It not, it will prove a moſt unconſcionable Ga/conage. 
Pate * was never Biſhop of Rocheſter, but of Worce- 
freer; he was not Baniſhd, but F.ed; and this not in 
King Edward's time, but in King Henrys. So here was 
multumin parvo, Goldwell * was not Biſhop of St. A/aph, 
nor any other Biſhop till A. 155. which was in Q. Ma- 
ry s tune, and therefore it was an unreaſonable Prolep/zs 
to make himone of the exil'd Biſhops in King Edward's 
time. Anonymus Long-firoke Bilhop Ele&t of Bangor 1s 
one of our Author's own Creation. Some more, he ſaith, 
might be remow'd in like Manner; who happen not to be men- 
tion'd becauſe deceas'd before the Reign of 0). Mary; as 
Wakeman Bi/hop of Gloceſter, Holbeck Bi/hop of Lincoln, 
Skyp Bi/hop of Hereford, Rugg Biſhop of Norwich. No 
doubt they might have been, if this Church-Governor had 

' Pleasd, for never Committee-man e&jeted more arbi- 
trarily, then he. But that they actually were not re- 
mov'd, we have theſe good reaſons to think. The eje- 
Qion of Biſhops 1s particularly inſiſted on by our Hiſto- 
rians; but theſe Biſhops make none of the number. All 
theſe Biſhops do h1ppen to be mention'd, not as depriv'd, 

but deceas'd ; Tho' their Deprivation had deſerv d men- 

. tioning, as well as their Death. *Wakemandyed in Dec. 
I549. *Ho'beck in Auguſt i551. <Skyp in the Year 
1552. Ruggdyedin the Year 1550, according to 'God- 

win; Dr. Burnet *call's him Reps, and faith he reſignd. 
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* - So that what our Author has inſerted here de proprio is 


\ . Divines,which hereters to,wanted one advantage, which 


like to be lookt upon as one continu d Forgery. 
-- The next two Paragraphs have more truth in them, $: "2! 
being tranſcrib'd from Fox, But the Proclamation inhi- * 
biting the whole Clergy to preach, cited from Fuller, is 
queftion'd by * Burnet, who met with no footſteeps of 
it neither in Records, nor Letters, nor in any Book 
written at that time. 
The ſucceeding Paragraphs of this Chapter pretend to$ 7 
give Us the defence made by the Proteſtant Divines con- * 
cerning King Edward's proceedings, together with our 
Author's Rational Repbes. But beſides, that from the fair 
dealing of this Author already det , wehaveno rea- 
fon to expect him ingenuous in ſenting the Argu- 
ments of our Divines with their juſt weight; it may be 
farther offer d by way of Precaution, that thoſe excellent 


we of this Age have from a more complete and Authen- 
tic Hiſtory of the Reformation, and, among other things, 
not knowing of the * rafure of Records made 1nQ. Mary's 
Reign, pleaded to thoſe Negative Arguments which we 
have good reaſon to reject. This premisd,] proceed tocon- 
ſider with all poſſible brevity his A/phaber of Arguments. 
« Urges that theſe Injuntions were not ſet forth 
but by the advice and conſent of the Metropolitan ; and 
& of other Biſhops. Theſubſtance of his Reply to « and 5, 7} 
B 1s, that theſe ImunAions had not the Autority of the 
Metropolitan, as ſuch, 2. e. as afting with the major part | 
of the Synod. Now «8 may eaſily rejoyn that where 
| 


the matter of the Injunaions 1s lawful, much more 
where it 1s neceſlary, as being commanded 1n Scripture, 
there the coaQtive Autority of the Prince 1s ſufficiently 
Obligatory; and that fince the Office of Paſtors (whe- 
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118. was eſtabliſh'din the Ancient Church. It 1 is replied that 


ther in or out of gynod) is ; direQtive, theſe injunctions 
proceeding from the dire&ion of both the Metropolitans 
(for » Holgate alſo ArchBiſhop of 7ork was a Reformer) 
and * other Learned Biſhops, were not deſtitute of Ec- 
cleſtaſtical Autority. 

y Saith theſe InjunAions were not ſet forth as a bddy 

of Dorine (which was the AEtof the Synod 1n the 52h. 
of King Edward) but were proviſional only tor the pub- 
lick exerciſe of Religion and Worſhip; and Gamma 1s in 
the right of it, for any thing his Replyer faith to the . 
contrary, who doth not pretend that they were. A 
new Objection indeed is ſtarted, and pretended inſtances 
given that ing Edward claim'd a power for redtifying the 
Dofrines of his Clergy. But not to trouble the Reader 
with examining the Inſtances, we ſay, that ſuch a power 
might have been juſtly exercis'd, and that a Prince, re- 
quiring his Clergy to recetve and teach ſuch Do&trines, 
as were taught by our Saviour, uſurps no Autority not 
inveſted in hun. 

4 Saith, The publick Exerciſe of Religion was ne- 
ceſlary to 'be provided for at preſent. It 1s anſ{wer'd, 
that the Fudgment of a National Synod was neceſsary for 
ſuch Proviſion. For the proot of that, we are 'referd to 

* a Book, which no Bookſeller has yet had the courage 
to undertake: and therefore-for a Revly, I remit him to 
the Anſwer to it; which he will findat any Shop, where 
Church- Popnmcnt Part the 4this to be ſold. 0 

c Saith, The Injun&ions extend only to ſomeevident / 
points, the aboliſhing of Image Worſhip, the reſtoring| 
of the Liturgy in a known tongue, and Communion in 
both kinds, and the aboliſhing of Romi/h Mafles, and 
that in the three former the King reſtor d only, what 
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nothing is:faidins of :akingi away tbe Maſs:;] But-if the | 

Reader be-pleasd to conſult $ he will be ſatisfied of our | 
Author's modeſty. If $£ did not charge the Maſs with 
| Novelty, it was becauſe. the Reſpondent had the manage- 
- ment of the Oppoſition. : As for the other three points, s. 117: 
he confeſſes that the Reformation' in themi;reſtor'd 
the pradtice of the Primitive Church, and ſo kind he is, 
that he could have.pardond us this, had we not proceed- 
ed to pronounce the contrary DoEtrines unlawful. A.ve- 
ry heynous aggravation this, when he hunlelf confefles, 
. that Errours in pradtice do always preſuppoſe Errors in Do- g x. 
drine, From which Zeta doth humbly. /ub/ume, that 
thoſe Church-Governors who would have been Ffaci/e.to 
licence a change of their practice, Qught not to have 
been difficile in allowing us a decefſion from their Do- 
Erie; © - | | | 

The Controverſhie betwixt out Author and. « is ſo-tth- $- 115- 
fling that it is not worth troubling the Reader with at. 
"_—_— reaſon perhaps it was, that Zeza took Ep/ilon's 
place. | +>: 

. » Urges that thefe Injunaions were generally receiy'd, 
and put in practice by the Biſhops; and # much:what the. 
ſame, that they were conſented to by the major part of B1- 
ſhops. The Anſwer to this conliſts of ſome Pages; but 
what 1s material in it will ly in: aleſs:room. .It.15 urg'd 
that ſome were averſe to the Refarmation,ithat the Con: 
pliers were guilty of diftmulation, of an outward compliance 
whilſt contr arily affeaed,that they remain'd of the old Relipion 
in their heart wore vizours,took,up a diſguiſe,and were ſway:d 
by the- fear of a new Law-giving :Civil-power.' To 
this » and 9 will -not be ſo rade-as. to. rejoyn;' that 
it may perhaps (be this Editor's perſonal Imterel: to 
prove that theſe Biſhops complied againſt 'their Conſci- 
ences, and that Hypocriſie wasdhegengralprinciple of 


I2I, 


I24. 


127. 


that party; but that it is little for the honourof theCom- 


munion, which he would ſeem to be of, taurge, that the 
whole body of it's Paſtors were guilty of the higheſt pre. | 
varication poſſible with God and Man. But thisdoth. 
doth not at all affect our Divines, who only urge that 
thoſe Biſhops conform'd, and might in charity have 
hopd that they did it Honeſtly, but are not concern, 
that this Compliance was from baſe and ungenerous 
Motives. What 1s faid here of the Lizurgy ſhall be 


 conſfiderd in >, where it ought to have been ſaid. FT 


cannot dwell upon the Hiſtory of theſe Paragraphs; but 
thereare 1n it ſome bold ſtrokes worthy of our Anthor. 
He bluſhes not to-cite Par/on's Converſtons, a book made 
up of lying and Treaſon, and which might have made 


the Maſtery in Afﬀurance betwixt it's Author and Sar- 


ders diſputable, had not Poſterity ſeen a third Perſon, 
who may ſeem to have put an end to the quarrel. In 
a citation from Fuller, tho herefers us to the very Page; 


' he puts upon us four Popiſh Biſhops more then ' Fu/ler 


reckons; Al/drich Biſhop of Carlile, Goodrich Biſhop of 
Ely, Chambers Biſhop of Peterborough, and King Biſhop of 
Oxford. * Now, tho' by the abſolute Autority of a Church- 
Governor he might have imposd theſe four Biſhops on us, 
Yet it ſeems very hard that Fulkr ſhould, be commanded 
to'{atisfie us of this point, who. not only mentions no 
fach Biſhops, but in his Marginal notes tell's us, that he 


thinks Oxford and Ely were at that time void. Weare 


told that Cranmer in the beginning of King Edward's days 
calf da Synod, wherein he endeavour'd to have effected 
a Reformation, but could not ; for which we are. bid to 
fee Antig. Britann. p. 339. But he, who would ſee any 


| ſich thing there, muſt borrow our Author's SpeQtackes. 


x Urges, that it makes no real difference whether a 
Reformation begia from a Vote of Biſhops in Synod, 


and ſo proceeding totheoPrinee be-by \him» eſtabliſhed; 
-_ or take beginning from theiPiety of the/ Prince mnoy'd by? 
advice: of faithful. Biſhops, and! Ib proceeding! to the? - -* 
whole Body-of the:Clergy, be.by: them"senerally re-\ 
ceiv'd;andput in pratice according tHe" 26hmana bt 
Soyeregri Autority: The Anſwer'is,* that\ the KIRSS. 130. 
did--not propoſe a Reformation'to the Cletgy by them: 
to be conſulted of, and upon- their Afſent-or deatzl tobe 
eftabliſh'd or laidafide, which would have-been\hawftits: 
but by them to be obey'd, as imposdbythe King! whict 
He thinks unwarrantable. But to this it may bereplied, 
from what has betore been urg'd, that the matter of the ]. 
Command- being tawful (not to ſay neceflary) the Au- 
tority of the'Prince is Obligatory,”and that the confor- 
mity of the Biſhops 1s an- Evidence that the matter was 
by them judg'd lawful. © | 7050 W951 Ol 
In x it 1s urgl that the: firſt Form of Common-pray- 
er, and Adminiſtration 'of 'Sacrarfients inthe 2 Year 
and 24, Parliament of King Edward's reign had the: ap- 
probation and conſent. of” the whole body of the Clergy 
1m Conyocation."'* To this it is offer 'd by way of Anfwer! | 
That 720 other. \ Aft of -- Reformation before the 5th of 5. 126. 
King Edward had the eanfert of Comobeation. But net- 
ther is this true, nor doth it prove 'that' therefore this 
Liturgy Dad note. That's} was confirm d by Af of Par- 
liament before it had -this\'conſext;- Bot; granting; this, 
had it therefore 'not the confent of Convocation? Bat, 
how doth he prove that the A of Parliament 'preceded 
the Decree of the Synod? Becauſe - the AF of Parka 
ment doth wot mention the' conſent of Convocation. * Ne- 
gative Arguments he knows-do not conehude, and'it is 
poſitively faid in the *Letter of the Council to Biſhop! 
Bonner that this Liturgy (not only had the Aﬀent) but 
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was /et forth with the' A 


znt' of the Clergy in Conyo- 
cation. -Our. Author himſelf, when he has forgot the 


146. debate here, will tell us, that Z7he Liturgy was at the 


fame time authoriz'd by Att of Parkament, and con- 
fented to by. Convocation. But it is ſaid, the Second Li- 
zurgy, was, ſent to the Clergy, autoritate Regis eo Par- . 


E \laments. Ergo, the firſt Liturgy had not the conſent 


of Conyocation. But, a motive to this conſent might be 
fear- of puniſhment. Yet the * Convocation, which gave 
this conſent, acknowledgd to King Edward the quiet- 
neſs they enjoy d under him, having no let nor impedi- 
ment in the Service of God. But the with-drawing of 
a few;Clergy, eſpecially if prime leaders, and introdu- 
cing new , Votes of a contrary perſwaſwn ito their 
rooms ( ſuppoſe taking away fix old Biſhops, and put- 
ting in {ix new ones) may render that, which before 
Was a major part, now a leſger, and conſequently the 
Att of this major part invalid. This putting of caſes 
1s very 1mpertinent here, for when the conſent of Con- 
vocation was given to the Liturgy, not one old Biſhop 
was deprivd. For the Letter to Boner before men- 
tiond, which mentions -this Afﬀent of Convocation to 
the Liturgy, 1s direted to him then Biſhop of Lozdozx, 
who yet was the firſt of the Biſhops deprivd. 7hzs Lz- 
zurgy, he ſaith, rather omitted, then gamſaid the for- 
mer Chuxch-tenents and prattice. This 18 urgd by 
way of Apology for the Convocation 's conſenting ; but 
whether the Liturgy o-7ted or gain/aid the Church- 
praQtiſe, it was one main branch of the Reformation, 
and 1t 1s. not denied that -it had the Vote of a Synod. 
The: errors reform d were: ſuch as corrupted, either the 
Worſhzp or Doftrme ; that the Reformation of Worſhip 
had the Autority of a Synod, 1s after much ſhuffling 
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granted; Whether the Articles, which wete the Refbr- . 
mation of Dodtrine; were not iconfirm'd by the' ſame 
Autority 1s to be examin'd? 14 S088 | 
| This « with good reaſon: affirms; the Replier defers $ *34- 
the diſpute, Whether the Articles were the'A& of the 
Synod? and upon Suppoſition that they were, Anſwers 
that 7the Clergy were now much chang d, many old Bi- 
ſhops diblac'd new ones introducd ; many abſented 
from Synod, others 'diſjſembled. All this is ſaid upon 
our Author's bare credit, which by this time may not 
be altogether unexceptionable. Only five Biſhops have 
been provd to be ejeted; two of theſe, Heath and Day; 
in the ſame Year wherein theſe Articles were paſt ; and 
their Deprivation plac'd in Hiſtory after the paſſing of 
the Articles ; the Biſhoprick of Durham was not yet di- 
ſolvd.; only two New Voters therefore ( Rzdley and 
Pomet ) introduced by the Ejection of the old ( Borner 
and Gardimer ) and thoſe old, not prov'd to have been 
unlawfully ejeted. | 
What 1s ſaid in » is not denied in the Anſwet to », but $- 735+ | 
ſomething ſaid which muſt wait for a Reply, till Church- 
Goyernment Part the 4h has overtook the 57h. 


| 
A Reply to Chapters the 9". and 10". 
Ur Author having deſcrib'd the general way of 36. 
( King Edward's Reformation proceeds to partt- 
culars -. His deſcription of the general has provd very. 
Poetical; the parzicularsare moſt of them ſervd up the 
ſecond time, and very little alter'd in the drefling. 
By Yirtue of ſuch Supremacy. he ſent Articles to the $136. 
Biſhop of Wincheſter 70. /ub/gibe. But thele Articles 
were ſent once before in the 45th Paragraph, and needed 


——_— 


37 .. 
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ſembp\d-all (but: that which:contain'd 'an* acknowledg- 
ment of his fault) at the firſtſending. > © - * 

By Ftrtae. of ſach- Supremacy: the: fix Articles were 
repeal” Awviihout a Synod:;: 'The'repeating 'of an AFEt. of 
Parhament1s not, I ſuppoſe the buftnets of the Convyo- 
cation. King Henry s Parbament had affix d ſevere Pe- 
valtieson the Violators.of the Six Articles; theſe King 
Edward's Partament took off... Nothing \therefore 
was repeal d by the Civil power; but-it's own Aa. But 
neither--18:1t true that none of thefe Articles were re- 
yokd by;Synad. For the * Convocation, that fat with 
this Parltament; declard forCommunion.in both kinds, 
and: Marriage of: Priefts;contrary to:two.of thoſe rticles. 


Had not-the- Regiſters of this and other Synods been 


tome reaſons are brought $0 convince Us of the fal ſhood 


* loſt, Edovbtnot:but.we conild have prov” d moſt AQts of 
the Reformation S ynodical. 

By Firtue of. at Suphdnmty he juſtin the power 
us d by his Father over the poſſeſſions of Monaſteries and 


 Rehgious Houſes. That. is, He did not throw up his 


right to- them. Fils. power wasjuſtified by Gard:mer, 
and Bonner, and others, whom our Author muſt own for 
Catholics. 'This Power was juſtified by Q. Mary's Par- 


 liaments, who would not part with their Lands, as they 


did with their Hereſy. This power is ſtill juſtifiable by 
the Romaniſts, or elſe a late * Author deceivs Us, who 
has invited us to his Hauſe to a Volume of fatisfaCtions, 
that the Alienation of:Church-Lands conſiſts with the 
principles of that Church, But tis ſaid, Azz Edward 
went farther, and declarid Monaſtic Vows to be unlaw- 


ful. ſuper/litious, @1d unngbligie. The Retormers haye 


always declar'd the ſame, and muſt continue to doſo, till 
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| of fuck: A Declaration. \ Thoſe, whieh are offerd in the | 
Difcorerſe of Cehbacy, are not demonſtrative. ' Ang Ed- 
ward /eiz'd upon Chauntries, Free-Chappels gyc. his 


» pretence being the Unlawfubieſs of offering the ſacrifice 


of the Euchariſt, or giving alms for the defund?. The 
unlawfulneſs of theſe is not pretended by the Reforma- 
tion, but provd; The Chauntries were diffolv'd, that 
the proviſions for them might be Eonverted to more 
pious Ules; this was the defign of the A&t of Parha- 
ment (for which only We can be thought oblig'd to 
anſwer) how ever it might be defeated : For the ſtatute 
 expreſsly provides that Zthey he converted to good and 
Godly Uſes, as in eretting Grammar-Schools for the Edu- 
cation of Touth in Virtue and Godlineſs, the farther 
augmenting of the Unver/ities, and better proviſion for 
the poor and need). 


In this he went beyond his Father. that He began the x. 139. 


taking of Biſpops Lands alſo. This muſt be reckon'd 
an ACtof the Reformation, tho' he knows it is as pathe- 
tically lamented by our Writers, as by his own. He' 
cites the complaints of three Proteſtant Biſhops (Cra7- 
mer, Ridley, and Godwin) and a Proteſtant Dr. (FHeyhn) 
to prove this charge, and yet at the ſame time has the 
boldneſs to charge it on the Reform'd. Sure, faith he, 
foul things were done in this kind, becauſe 1 find even 
King Edwards favourite Biſhops highty to diſhke them. 
Ff Cranmer, and Ridley, and other King Edward's fa- 
vourite-Bithops diſhiked the ſpoyl of the Church-goods, 
why 1s the Odium of this caſt upon the Reformers? Or 
why muſt very foul things be done, before theſe declare 
their diſlike, when 1t will be found upon Hiſtory that 
Cranmer and tidley were more 1nveterate Enemies to 
robbing of the Church; then Gardiner, and Boner ? 
He ſhuts up this Paragraph with a remark, that Zay-- 


141, 


' mwienders of Religion, ordinarih 
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terminate m theſe tavo 
thmgs, the advancing of their carnal Liberty and tem- 
poral E/tates. Sure this Author thinks that We know 
nothing beyond the Alps; that we never heard of the 


_ rich Nephews of Popes, which are flagrant evidences 


that Carnality and Avarice are not only Lay-vices. But 
perhaps he may obje&, that Popes are no merders of 
Religion. ' 

By Virtue of ſuch Supremacy he remov d Images out 
of Churches, and this when the Second Nicene Council 
had recommended the Uſe of them. This Second N1- 
cene Council 1s often appeal'd to by this Writer ; there 
1s a Second Divine Commandment, ( or at leaſt there 
once was ſuch a Commandment ) which will deſerve 
his Conſideration. What Reverence we pay to this Coun- 
cil, he may have learnt from a late * Reply, where the 
Reader will find a juſt Character of this celebrated Afſ- 
ſembly. 

* By Virtue of ſuch Supremacy, he imposd a Book of 


-Fomihes. 1. e. He took care that the people ſhould be 


inſtru&ted in things concerning their Salvation , who 
before had been kept in ignorance. He laid a command 
upon the Clergy to admimſter the Communion im both 
kinds to the people. Which Command had been laid 
upon them by our Savior. Corntrary- to the [njundtion 
of the Council of ConStance. Which InjunQtion was 
made with a 70z-0bFante to the Inſtitution of Chriſt. 
Without any preceding conſultation of a National Synod. 
But * others tell us it was agreed to by the Convoca- 
tion, which ſat with that Parliament, and particularly 
that in the lower Houſe it did not meet with a Con- 
traditory Vote. 

The ſucceeding Paragraphs to the 164// treat at large 


« Reply to the 2 Diſc. Oxon. 4 Bur. V. 2. Pe FO. 


of the Suppreſſion of the former Church-Liturgies, Or- 
dinals, and other Rituals; the ſetting up of New Forms 
of Celebrating the Communion, Ordination, and Com- 
mon-prayer ;. the alterations: of King Edward's firſt 
Common-Prayer-Book in his Second; and the reduftion 
of ſome things, in the Scotch Liturgy, to the firſt Form 
of King Edward, and the complaints concerning this in 
Laudenſmm Autocatacri/is; But the Reader will excuſe 
me, if I think a defence of our Liturgy at this time of 
day needleſs; . the unlawfulneſs of the Maſs, and Inyo- 
cation of Saints, and the non-Neceflity of Sacerdotal 
Confeſſion have been defended in Volumes; befides that 
this, which 1s here ſaid, is only a Second Edition of the - 
two Diſcourſes concerning the Adoration g9*c. Where 
this change of the Services 1s animadverted on. So 
that. this has been already confider'd, and any farther 
Reply is ſuperſeded by the two Learned Anſwers from . 
London and Oxford to thoſe Diſcourſes. - 
- By Virtue of ſuch Supremacy the King concervd he x. 146 
had a power to alter and reform the Eccleſiaſtical Laws. 

This 1s the 47h time that. this Reformation -of the - 
Laws has been inſiſted on; it is here confeſt, that this 
Rerformation of them was never ratified by King, Par- 
liament, or Conyocation, 7z. e. that 1t was no A of the 
Reformation ; Nothing is urgd againſt it but that theſe 
Laws were eſtabliſh'd by former Superior Councils, and 
the Reader, ere he can be ſatisfied of that, muſt be at 
the charge. of four moxe Volumes of Church-Goyern- - 
ment. 

By ſuch Supremacy he abrogated all former. Church- 
Laws concerning days of faSting or abStinence; and ap- 
pointed thoſe, he thought fit, by his own and the Parha-. 
ment's Autority. . The Canon-Laws, which he call's the . 
Church-Laws for faſting, were- full of mockery and ſu- 
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_ own principles take 1 it off. 


perſtition ; Religion was: bear in" thoſe Obſereanted) 
andyet  Senſuality was confiftent with them; It was ad-- 
viſeable therefore to take off thoſe Laws, and yet to: 
keep up fuch as might make Faſting and Abſtmence a-' 
greeable to their true End; Which 1sto be a means to 
Virtue, and to ſubdue men's. Bodies to their Soul and 
Spirit, the End expreſsly provided for in the Statute. 
There is no Obligation, he faith, for the Obſervation of 
ether Fa$ting or Abſtinence by any expreſs Canon of 
this Church Reformed, but only by A of Parhament. 
The days of Faſting are preſcrib'd inthe Liturgy, which 
has the Autority of Convocation; Faſting is enjoyn'd in 
the Homilies, which have the ſame Auntority ; It 1s 
there. recommended from precepts of Scripture, from 
the Example of Chriſt, and from the Conftitutions of 
the Prinntive Councils ; It is defin'd to be a with-hold- 
ing from all meat and dr ink, and all manner of Natural 
food, in contradiction to this Author, who faith, that 
7107 Faſting i is enjoyn'd us, but only Abſtinence from 
Fleſh; He might with as good reaſon have urgd, that 
Praying to God, and believing in Chriſt are not enjoyn'd 
by the Church, as that Faſting is not ; For if by Canons 
he means thoſe, which are properly ſo call 'd, neither 1s 
there any Canon, that I know of, which enjoyns ſuch 
Praver, or ſuch Beef. 
© By Pirtne of TR Su emacy the King and Parlia- 
ment ordain'd that ſuch Laws which prohibited Mar- 
riage to any Spiritual Perſons, who by God s Law might 
Marry. ſhould be of none effet. The Convocation had 
declar'd the Marriage of Prieſts lawfall by the Law of 
God; the State found the Prohibition tended to the 
detriment of the Republic, and therefore (had they 
had no other reaſon) might according; tc to our Author's 
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"By Virtue of ſuch Supremacy the King publiſhed 4,2 Ar- x. 166 
ticles of Religion, ſaid to be agreed on in a Synod of the 
Clergy held at London. If theſe Articles were the le- 
gitimate AC of the Synod, then they were not the ef- 
teas of mere Regal Supremacy; and that they were ſo, © 
will, I doubt not, appear, notwithſtanding all his cavils. 
's any one ſhould queſtion whether the //iads and A- 

eids were the genuine works of Homer, and Virgil, the 
Title they carry, and the Univerſal Tradition, which af- 
ſigns them to theſe Authors, would be thought a ſuffici- 
ent Vindication of them. This Author builds part of 
his Faith on the ſecond Nicene Council, and oppoſes it's 
Decree, in favour of Image-Worſhip, to the ſecond Com-' 
mandment forbidding it. If I ſhould ask him how he 
knew ſuch a Decree to be genuine, he would not, I be- 
lieve, produce the Records, but think it a good Reply, 
that it is found amongſt thoſe Acts which bear the Name 
of that Council, and which the Church has allways ac- 
cepted as ſuch. Theſe Articles are publiſhed with the 
Title of the Synod; this publication was Anno 1553, 
the next Year to that, in which we ſay they were paſt in 
Convocation; the Church for the firſt 5 years of Queen 
Elizabeth retain'd theſe Articles as her Do@trine; the 
Convocation in that Queens tune reeſtabliſhd them 
with very little Alteration; they have been appeal'd 
to, ever ſince, by our Writers as the Acts of that Synod ; 
they have been own'd by our Adverſaries as ſuch; and if 
ſo general a Tradition of a thing ſo notorious, and ſo 
\ lately done, may not be admitted, the Churchof Rome 
| 1s built upon a weak Foundation. But all this not- 
withſtanding, this Author thinks he has good Reaſon 
to deny that theſe Articles were eſtabliſhd by that Sy- 
nod. Pirſt, he tranſcribes what Mr. Fuller ſaith of this 
Conyocation, which ſhall not hear copy, becauſe the 
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Author has here (once for all) dealt ingenuouſly. 
Mr. Fuller ſaith the Records of this Convocation, are but 
one degree above blanks; and to the ſame purpoſe Dr. 
Heylin. But neither of theſe Hiſtorians had ſeen Q Ma- 
7y's Commiſſion for razing the Records; elſe they 
could have given us an account, why theſe Regiſters are 
ſo bare. Dr. Heylin * found left upon Record in that 
Convocation a Memorandum concerning the Diſſolution 
of the Biſhoprick of [e/tminſter ; and it 1s not improba- 
ble that theſe Articles were expungd by ſome Perſons, 
who yet were willing that the Diſſolution ofa Biſhop- 
rick, which they thought might caſt an odium upon the 
Reformation, might remain upon Record. As for Ful- 
ler's Aſſertion, that the Convocation had no Commiſſion from 
the King to meddle with Chnrch-buſineſs, it is only a conje- 
QAture which he makes from the filence of the Records. 
Fuller's Diſcourſe of the Catechiſm doth not at all affe&t 
the Articles, unleſs it be proy d, that by Catechiſm muſt be 
underſtood Articles, which our Author endeavours to 
perſwade his unwary Reader. For this purpoſe, he next 
preſents us with a Relation from Fox, concerning the 
queſtioning of a Catechiſm 1n the 1/7 Synod of Q. Mary; 
but here he 1s himſelf again, as will appear to the Rea- 
der, if he compares this Relation with Fox's, He con- 
cludes this Story with this Epiphonema. T his concerning 


.the queſtioning of the Catechiſm and Articles, whereas in 


the Relation nothing is ſaid of the Articles, but the Ca- 
techiſm only. To clear this point a little farther, He jinds 
in Fox Arch-Biſhop Cranmer charg d among other things, 
witb being Author of the Catechiſm and Articles, and with 
compelling men againſt their wills to ſubſcribe them. Here 
again he ſhuffles; Arch-Biſhop Cranmer 1s not there 
chargd for compelling Men to ſubſcribe the Catechiſm, 


« Heylin's Hiſtory, p. 121. 


but the Articles; as appears from Fox's relation, as it is 
tranſcrib'd even by himſelf; but he makes the Catechiſm 
ſubſcrib'd, that it may look like a Synonymous term 
to Articles, Arch-Biſhop Cranmer anſwer'd to that 
charge, that he exhorted ſuch as were willing to ſub- 
{cribe, but compell'd none againſt their wills; Now, 
where this Exhortation, and Subſcription was, unleſs in 
Synod, will not eafily be anſwered. Having given us 
theſe three relations, he next proceeds to make reflei- 
ons on them. Firſt he excepts againſt the words in the 
Title of the Articles, de quibus inter Epiſcopos W alios 
eruditos Viros, Wc. that they ſeem not the ordinary ex- 
preſſion ofa Synodal A, which runs more generally ; 
as thus [ de guibus convenit inter Archiepiſcopos, Epiſcopos, . 
& Clerum univerſum] or the like. This, which he calls 
an ordinary expreſſion, will fcarce be found in the Title of 
any Synodal Act before Q. Elizabeth. Theſe Articles 
are by him confeſt to have been ſubſcribd by part of the 
Synod; Cranmer who drew up the Articles, and pro- 
cur'd Subſcriptions to: them muſt himſelf be a Subſcrib- 
er; probably alſo Holgate Arch-Biſhopof 7ork, who was 
a Reformer, Archiepiſcopal Autority therefore might 
have been mention'd, had they been the Act of only a 
part of the Synod, and therefore that it is not explicitly 
mention d (for it is implied in the Epiſcopal) can be no 
argument, that they were the AC ofa part only. But 
the other words in the Title, ad tollendam opinionum diſ- 
ſenſionem & conſenſum vere Religionis firmandum ſhew 
they muſt have been the Aa of the whole Synod, ſince 
the Opinion ofa part could not be-effeual to ſuch an 
End. Next he obſerves, that :ho' 7he Prolocutor in the 
Synod 1* Mariz queſtions, and Philpot anſwers concerning 
the Catechiſm, yet they ſpeak not of the.Catechiſm, but only 
of the Articles which were firſt printed at the end of the Cate- 
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chiſm, and bound up with it, which the Profocutor therefore 
calls the Articles of the Catechiſm, and propoſeth the mat- 


ter of the 28th of theſe Articles for diſputation ;” and ſo alſo 
calls them the Catechiſm, becauſe the firſt Title of this Book, is 
Catechifmus brevis, &c. In this Period we have as much 
crude unconcocted reaſoning, as would have furniſh d 


an ordinary Writer for ſome Pages. 


Weſton ill defery'd 


the Office of Prolocutor, if ſpeaking of a Catechiſm he 
meant not that, but the Articles, which are two as 
diftin& things as can well be imagin'd. The Arric/es 
* were indeed bound up with the Catechiſm ; but have 
a new 'Title-page, and are as diſtin& from 1t as the Di- 
ſcourſe of Celibacy 1s from the Conſiderations on the Spirit 


of Martin Lutper. 


Now had the Anſwerer to the Con- 


fiderations on Martin Luther entitl'd his Book, an An- 
ſwer to the Diſcourſe of Celebacy, or ſhould the Re- 
plyer to the Diſcourſe of Celibacy call his Book a Reply 
to the Conſiderations on the Spirit of Martin Luther , 
(they would not take it 1ll to be laught at ; and yet this 
is our Author's way of arguing. But the Prolocutor 
ſpeaks of the Articles of the Catechiſm, and therefore muſt 


mean the Articles at the end of the Catechiſm. 


Now 


this 1s only a quibbling upon Mr. Fox's way of expreſ- 
fion, who by the Articles of the Catechiſm means no more 
then the matter of the Catechiſm, as 1s evident both 
| from the Context, and from.Fox's * Latin Hiſtory, where 
the Conference is related in ſuch words, as, being void 
of all Ambiguity, leave no room for Sophiſtry. Fox 


« They are ſo bound up together in the 
public — 

6 Decretis mul rebus de quibus acturi 
eſſent, nempe de Catechiſmi libro, deque 
iis quz ad Sacramenti altaris prezſen- 
tiam, & tranſubſtantiationem attinebant , 
poſtquam de his ita rebus atque id genus 
prolegomenis primo die tranſactum eſt, 
ſecundo deinde die Prolocutor in Syno- 
dum ingreſſus duas ſecum Schedas affert, 


quarum una Chriſti naturalis in Sacra- 
mento przſentia affirmabatur, altera ve- 
ro Catechiſmum neque Synodi autorita- 
te editum, neque eridem etiamnum ad- 
buc Synodum afſentiri --- Joh Filpottus; 
Videmini Vos omnes turpiſſiime tall: 
quod vos ita offendat Catechi/mi Ty © 4 
tio Rerum in Eccl. geſt. Comm. a Joh. 
Fox, p. 2I5. Edit Bakll. 


ſaith, © Philpot ſtood up and ſpake firſt concerning the 
© Article of the Catechiſm, that He thought they were 
* deceiv'd in the Titleof the Catechiſm. Where T hope 
our Author will not underſtand by the fingular Article 
the 42 Articles. And it 1s obſervable that what Fox in 
Engliſh calls in one place the Articles of the Catechiſm, 
and the Article of rhe Catechiſm in an other, that the La- 
tin Fox calls Catechi/mi /iber in one place, and Catechi/mus 
in the other. So that it 1s evident our Author here on- 
ly ſports himſelf with a poor clinch upon the Engliſh 
word Article. Put it 1s faid, that the Prolocutor propos d 
the matter of the 28th of theſe Articles for diſputation. T] 
am apt to loſe my patience, when I find one cavilling at 
this rate, who ſeems not ſo much as to have ſeen King 
Edward's Articles. The matter propos'd for diſputation 
was the Natural preſence of Chriſt in the Sacrament ; 
but the 282h of King Edward s * Articles concerns Bap- 
tiſm, In the 39 Articles as they now ſtand, the 28h 
concerns the DoQtrine of the Lord's Supper; and there- 
fore he unthinkingly judgd it muſt have been the fame 
in King Edward's 42 Articles. But how doth it follow 
that becauſe the Natural Preſence is ſpoke of in the Ar- 
ticles, therefore when another queſtion was propos'd, 
* whether the Carechi/m was agreed to by the former 
Synod © by Catechiſm there muſt be meant he Articles ? 
This 1s ſuch a Conſequence as 1ll becomes a Diſciple of 
Occham. What if the ſame matter be alſo propos'd in 
the Catechiſm ? Then I hope propoſing this for diſputa- 
tion 1s no Argument, that by the Carechi/m 1s meant 
the Articles, IT defire therefore the Reader to conſult 
the * Margin, and he will be ſatisfied, that the Corporal 


Preſence 
« See them in Sparrow's ColleCtions,| ratio, humanitatis alia; Hzc eſt creat, 
or Bur. V. > Coll. alia increata; hec inaliquo cceli loco, ily 


ut nobis fit corpo-| la autem fic ubique eſt, ut coelum & rer- 


' & Indenon efficitur [ 
re ler us fit \ram impleat, Quod ad corpoream Chri- 


a. alia divinitatis 


Preſence is there denied, and that the Prolocutor had 
greater reaſon to call this Book Heretical, then our Au- 
thor has te affirm, without any regard to truth, that 
it doth not State, ſcarce touch any Controverſie, But ſtill, 
it is plain they muſt Speak of the Articles, becauſe the Ca- 
techiſm,as taken by it ſelf, is not at all entitled to the Synod, 
but only the Articles at the end thereof. The Catechiſm, 
which we now find bound up with the Articles, 1s not, 
I confeſs, entitled to the Synod ; but that either this, 
or ſome other Catechiſm, of which the diſpute here 1s 
rais'd,was ſo entitled, 1s put out of all doubt by a paſlage 
we meet with elſe-where in * Fox, where Weſton thus 
charges Cranmer, © You have ſet forth a Catechiſm 1n 
*the Name of the Synod of London, and yet there be 
*50,which witnefling that they were of the Number of 
« the Convocation, never heard one word of that Cate- 
*chiſm. Cran. i was 1gnorant of the ſetting too of that 
*'Title, and as ſoon as I had knowledge thereof I did 
« not like it. Here the Diſcourſe proceeds altogether 
upon a Catechiſm; and there 1s no ſubtertuge for a pre- 
tence that Catechi/mis another word for. Articles. Phil- 
pot's words are not applicable to the Catechiſm, but to the 
Articles only, Philpot pleads that the Catechiſm might 
be entitled to the Synod, becauſe the Houſe had com- 


{ti hicin terris przeſentiam attinet (1 mag- | ſtitiz, acprez'ens preſenti in ccelis haud 
na parvis componere licet) fic Chriiti | aliter 111; adeſt, ac viſus adeſt corpori ſolis 
corpus prezſens eſt noſtre fidei, ut Sol, | in ccelis, aut Sol in terris viſui, &c. M, 
cum cernatur, przſens eſt oculo, cujus| Video, mi fili, te neutiquam ignorare 
corpus tamet\1 corporaliter oculum non | quomodo dicatur. Chriſtus corpore ab. 
"4 61%. oy atque hic in terris preſens pre-| iens, & Spiritu preſens. ---- Quemad- 
ſenri adfit, tamen corpus Solis preſens ett | modum pane & vino vita noſtra natura- 
Viſuz, etiam reluctante intervalli diſtan-| lis ſuſtinetur ac nutritur, fic corpore, 7. e. 
tia; Sic corpus Chriſti quod in glorioſa| carne & fanguine Chriſti aniwa per fi- 
ejus Aſcenſione nobis ſublacum eſt, quod- | dem nutritur ac vegetatur. --- Ita fiunt 
quereliquit mundum, & ad Patrem abiit, | occulta quadam energia Spirits, quando 
ore noſtro abeſt, etiam cum ſacroſanttum | credimus Chriſtum corpus & ſanguinem 
corporis & ſanguinis ejus Sacramentum | ſuum pro nobis tradidiſſe, &c. See 
ore noſtro excipimus; tides autem noſtra | much more to the ſame punrpole in the 
vertiatur in ccelis, ac intuetur colem ju- | Catechiſn. @ P. 14479. 
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mitted their Synodal Autority to certain Perſons, to be 
appointed by the King, to make ſuch Eccleſiaſtical Laws 
2s they thought convenient. Now TI ſee no reaſon why 
a Catechiſm doth not as properly come under the Deno- 
mination of Laws Eccleſraftical, as Articles; ori how the 
Catechiſm's being drawn up by Cranmer, can be a rea- 
ſon that 1t could not be meant, but the 4rt:c/es; when 
the Articles alſo were drawn up by Cranmer, as our Au- 
thor himſelf proves from Fox. But, if the 42 Articles 
were fram d by the Synod, the Prolocutor had no reaſon to get 
hands to the Catechiſm, as falſly aſcrib'd to that Synod, when 
what was more oppoſite to, what he accounted the Orthodox 
Religion, namely the Articles, was known to be paſt by them. 
It was not the DoEtrine of the Catechiſm, or Articles, 
which was here queſtiond, but the falſe aſcription of 
the Catechiſm to the Synod; Now the Articles being 
undeniably genuine, they content themſelves only to 
condemn the Doctrine of them; but the Catechiſm be- 
ing ſuppos'd illegitimate, they ſubſcribe both againſt it's - 
Doctrine, and Autority : Nor could Philpot have pleaded, 
as our Author would have had him, that the Synod's 
compoling the Articles juſtified the A of the Delegates 
compoſing the Cazechiſm; ſince this might indeed war- 
rant the Doctrine of the Catechiſm, but not the entitling 
it to the Synod. He faith, all :he Hiſtorians that he hath 
ſeen are ſilent concerning theſe Articles, In this diſpute 
concerning the Articles Dr. Heylin is twice mention d, 
and two ſeveral Books of his refer'd to in thofe very pa- 
ges where he mentions theſe Articles. In his: Hiſtory 
* He thinks them debated and concluded on by a Grand 
* Committee, on whom the Conyocation had devolv d 
** their power, and eſteems it not improbable that theſe 
«* Articles being debated and agreed upon by the {aid 


s Heylin's Hiſt. p. 127. 
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© Committee,might alſo paſs the Vote of the whole Con- * 
& © vocation ; though we ſind nothing to that purpoſe in 
© the Acts thereof, which either have been loſt, or neyer 
* were regiſtred. [I add, or being once Regiſtred were 
expungd.] In his Reformation juſtified, *He poſitively 
affirms that the Clergy in Synod 1552. did compoſe and 
agree upon a book of Articles, Neither therefore is 
Dr. Heylin filent herein, nor 1s he oneof the Hiſtorians, 
which this Author never ſaw. Dr. Burnet 1s8another H1- 
ſtorian, whom either this Editor had ſeen, or ought not 
to have publ:ſhd this Relation, till he had firſt conſulted 
him. He peremptorily affirms, * that in the Year 1 552. 
the Convocation agreed to the Articles of Religion, that 
were prepar d the year before. But our Author has 
{till another Objection in reſerve, that the Arch-Bi/hop 
Cranmer, to whom it would have been an excellent Defence 
to have ſhew d theſe Articles to bave been ſubſcribdby a full 
_ Synod, yet pleaded no ſuch thing. That Reverend Mar- 
. tyr pleaded that the Opinions, which he maintain, were 
the DoEtrines of the Scripture, and Primitive Church; 
that, the rejzetion of the Pope's Supremacy (the fun- 
damental Hereſie, of which he was accusd) was the 
Unanimous Act of the whole Eng/i/h Clergy and Na- 
tion, and, which his very Judges had ſolemnly ſworn 
to. Now it this Plea could avail nothing in his De- 
fence, it muſt have been a weak Plea to have infi- 
ſted on Articles paſt in a Synod call'd by himſelf, 
and oyer which He, by reaſon of his Archtepi/copal 
Autority, had great Influence. This diſpute 1s con- 
cluded with a ſhrewd Remark, which our Author 
raiſes from a paſſage of Dr. Hey/in. The. Dr. obſerves 
that this Book of Articles was not confirm'd by any 
Act of Parliament; whence he concludes, that the Re- 


a Ref. Juſif, $ 4. 4 Bur. V.2. p. 195: 
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form'd Religion cannot be call'd a Parliament Religi- 
on; Hence this Author gathers har, neither was it a 
Synodal Religion, becauſe we ſee the Parliaments in King 
Edward's time corroborating the Synods in all other tranſ- 
actions of the Reformation. Now tho there is ground 
for the Drs. obſervation, becauſe there 1s never an Ac, 
which formally gives SanQtion to theſe Articles, yet 
there 1s in one of thoſe very Acts (cited from the Do- 
tor in this Pamphlet) that, which quite overthrows 
our Authors Concluſion. For in the A& for Legiti- 
mating Marriages of Prieſts, it is ſaid that, the untrue 
Slanderous report of Holy Matrimony did redoumrl to the 
High diſhonour of the Learned Clergy of this Realm, 
who have determin d the ſame to be moſt Lawful by the 
Law of God in their Conwocation, as well by common 
Aſſent, as by the Subſcription of their Hands. Which 
words plainly refer to the 31/7 of theſe Articles, and 
are an Authoritative Teſtimony, that they are the ge- 
nuine ACt of the Synod; and had, I doubt not, been 
expungd, had the Commiſſton of raſure extended to the 
Statute-Book. 

I have infiſted the longer on this particular, becauſe - 
it 1s a matter of ſome moment, and becauſe the Au- 
thor has here us d more then ordinary Artifice ; I have 
not had the benefit of any Regiſters, or Manulcripts, 
nor am I skilld in theſe niceties of Hiſtory : What 
has been faid, . ſufficiently overthrows all hjs Cavils; 
but the Curious and the Learned are able to giye a 
more Authentic and Solid account of this matter. 


A Re- - 


Reply to Chapter the 11*, 


Hat the Reformation was reſtord by Q. E!izaberh, 
after the extirpation of it by Q. Mary, might have 

been faid in fewer lines than this Author is pleasd 
to uſe Paragraphs. That ſome things were at firſtre- 
ducd without Synodal Autority, I confeſs; and that 
the Reformation had it's laſt ſettlement by a Synod, 
he cannot deny. The Act of the firſt . Popi/h Conyo- 
cation I eſteem zeal, becauſe the Q. had ſent and re- 
quird them under the pain of a Premunire not to make 
Canons. The Canonicalneſs of Q. Mary's Clergy, here 
ating, depends upon his former \Proofs, which were 
not” altogether Demonſtrative. But let their Autori- 
ty be ſupposd juſt, yet theſe Conſtitutions were repeal'd 
by a later Synod, whoſe Autority muſt be conceded 
equal; and therefore their A&, as being the laſt, Au- 
toritative. The ſtreſs therefore of the Controverſy 
lies in this, whether Q. El:zaberh's new Biſhops were 
lawfully introducd; and this depends upon the lega- 
lity of the  ejeftion of the 0/4. The Cauſe of their 
gjettion 1s confeſt to be their denial of the Oath of 
Supremacy, and 1s juſt; or unjuſt, according as that 
Oath was lawful, or unlawful. Our Author therefore - 
fets himſelf to examine that 0ath; where he firſt puts 
his own Expoſition upon 1t,-and then attacqs it, as fo 
_ expounded, Neither Q. Elizabeth's explication of her 
own Senſe, nor the Church's Expoſition in her Ar- 
ticles fayour his Conſtruttion. Thoſe, who take: this 
Oath, are not perſwaded that they abjure the Autori- \ 
ty of a General Council, or the Juriſdition of their *' 
own National Clergy. But if we accept it in that 
Senſe, which he 1s pleasd toimpoſe upon it, Yet ſtill 


| 


the Strength of his Argume 


WF : - 


| nts depends on ſuch At- 
ſertions, as are to be ſupported by his four firft parts 
of Church-Government, We muſt therefore wait the 
Edition of thoſe, before We can be ſatisfied of the 
Strength of theſe. But if we may make an eſtimate 
of future performances from paſt, there is no reaſon 
to expect any thing formidable from that Quarter. For 
the only bufineſs of our Modern Controvertiſts 1s to 
rally up thoſe ſcatter d forces, which have long fince 
quitted -the field to our Forefathers. This Oath of 


Supremacy has exercisd the Pens of the greateſt Cham- 


pons of both Churches ; and there 1s not a ſhadow of 
an Argument here brought againſt 1t, but what has been 
baffled, when manag d with better skill, and more Learn- 
ing, than this Author is Ma/er of The Regal Supre- 
macy in Oppoſition to the Papal has been afferted by 
our Kings, (Fames the firſt, and Charles the firft in their 
Writings) Prelates, (Biſhop Andrews, Bilſon, Carlton, Mor- 
ton, Brambhal, vyc.)and Do&tors, (Hammond, Barrow, vc.) 
who have exhauſted this Subje&, and made it impoſ- 
ſible, as to oppoſe it, ſo-to add any thing farther in 
Defence of it. TI ſhall chooſe therefore rather to re- 
fer the Reader to theſe great Men for the lawfulneſs 
of this Oath, then to '1mitate this Author in tr#n- 
ſcribing. 


Having attacqu'd this Oath in Oppoſition to repea- 5 187. 


ted Acts of Parliament, which guard it againſt ſuch. 
attempts with the-ſevereft Penalties, he may more 
ſecurely fall upon Dr. Fern, who pleads;4hat © had none 
* of theſe Biſhops been removd by Q.' Elizabeth, Yet 
*the 6 Biſhops remaining of King Edward's being re- 
* ſtord, and the vacant Biſhopricks ſupplyed, the Popi/h 
* Biſhops would have been outvoted. To preyent this 
Inference, our Author tells us. 1/7. That King Edward s 


Biſhops being juſtly &je&ted by Q. Mary conld not now 
lawfully act. That their eje&tion was juſt, he ſuppoſes, 
we were convincd above; The Reader therefore, ac-- 
cording to the Degrees of Convi@ion, which he found 
there, 1s to paſs his judgment here, 2dly. That Q. Eli- 
zabeth could not juſtly ſupply the vacant Biſhopricks 
with any Perſons, but ſuch as the Major part of her 
preſent Biſhops did firſt approve of. But this, if it prove 
any thing, proves too much; For if want of the appro- 
bation of a major part of Biſhops, makes the .F/eciion 
and Conſecration of a Biſhop void, then neither was 
Q. Mary's Hierarchy lawful, nor the: Acts of her Sy- 
nods valid : if none can be a true Biſhop, who has not 
the approbation of a major part of the Biſhops of the 
Province, no true Biſhop has fat in St. Peter's chair for 
ſome Centuries. If this rule be admitted, it will cut 
of the Epiſcopal power of the Biſhops of Amaſra, and 
Adramyttium, 


Q A Reply to Chapter the 12". 


of 6 Chapter concerns our 0rdinations, in which I 
mils the ſtory of the Nags-head; a Fable hiſt out of 
the world with ſo much ſcorn,. that 'tis well and wiſely 
omitted by this Author. But to make ſome amends for 
this Omiſſion, what is here offer'd is pickt up from the 
Confutations of our Writers. - There 1s not an Objeaion, 
which has not been replied to by Mr. Ma/on, Arch-Biſhop 
Brambal, and, mpre lately, by Dr. Burnet. As will more 
clearly appear,”if I leave this diſpute to be manag d 
Petwixt the Pamphlet, and them. 
Pamphlet. 7he new Ordination grew ſo far ſuSþeded, 
as deficient, to 0. Mary, that in her Articks ſent to the 
Biſhops this is one, © That touching ſuch Perſons as were 


© heretofore promoted to any Orders, conſidering they were 
« not ordered in very deed, 1he Biſhop of the Dioceſs find- 
< ing otherwiſe ſufſiciency and ability in thoſe men, may ſup- 
«* ply that thing which wanted in 1hem before, and then ac- 
* cording to his diſcretion admit them to miniſter. | 

. A. Bp. Brambal. ©To this Objeion, that the Form 
* of ordaining in King Edward's days was declard in- 
*yalid in Q. Marys days, Ianſwer, that we have-no 
* reaſon to regard their Judgment. They, who made 
*no ſcruple to take away their /ives, would make 
*no ſ{cruple to take away their Holy Orders. T anſwer 
*alſo (and this Anſwer alone 1s ſufficient to determine - 
«this Controverlie) that King Edward s Form of Ordi- 
* nation was judgd validin Q. Marys days by all Catho- 
© lics, and particularly, by Cardinal Poo! then Apoſtolical 
* Legate in England, and by the then Pope Paul the 4th, 
*and by all the Clergy, and Parliament of England. 
* This appears clearly from the words of the Cardinal's 
 <Diſpenſation, wherein he confirms all Perſons which 
* had been Ordaind, or beneficd in the time of King 
*« Henry or Edward, in their reſpeQive Orders, and Be- 
* nefices. From which TI argue, that if King Eaward's 
* Clergy wanted ſome eſſential part of their reſpe&ive 
* Ordinations, which was requird by the Inſtitution 
'< of Chriſt, then it was not in the power of all the 
**Popes and Legates, that ever were in the world, to 
* confirm their reſpective Orders, or diſpence with them 
*to execute their Fun&tions in the Church =. 

Pamphl. But if you look narrowly into the words of the 
Inſtrument, you may obſerve, that the Cardinal very cau- 
tiouſly here ſaith not diſpenſamus, or recipimus, 2 2he pre- 
ſent, as he doth in every one of his other difþenſings, but 
diſpenſabimus in the future. | 


' _ @ Conſecr, of Proteſt. Bps. Vindicated c.4.P-445-A. Bp.Br,W.T. 1.Edic Dub. 1676. 
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* ſpenſative word 1s recipiemus, we will receive, not 
«we do receive. I anſwer, the cafe 1s all one; Tt it 


«were unlawful to receive them in the preſent, 1t was 


© as unlawful to receive them 1n the futnre =. 

Pamphl. He /airh not recipiemus ſimply, but with a 
prout multz perſonz receptz fuerunt, referring zo the 
manner of reception, which had been us d formerly in 0. 
Mary's days, which we find ſet down in the Queen's 13th 
Article. viz. That ſuch new Ordained reparring to the 
Biſhop, and he finding them otherwiſe ſufficient ſhould 
fupply that, which was wanting to them 1n reſpect of 
their Orders , as they being before not order d in very 
deed. 

- A. Þp. Br. © All that was done after, was to take a 

* particular Abſolution, or Confirmation from the Pdro 
* or his Legate, which many of the principal Clergy 
«did, but not all. No not all the Biſhops, not the Bi- 
«ſhop of Landaf, as Sanders witnefſeth ; yet he en- 
«joy d his Biſhoprick ; ſo did all the reſt of the Cler- 
*gy, who never had any particular . confirmation. Tt 
*1s not material at all, whether they were confirm'd 
a ' by a general, or by a ſpecial diſpenſation , ſo they 


**were confirm'd or diſpensd with at all, to hold all | 


*their Benefices, and to exerciſe their reſpeQtive Fan- 
« ions in the Church, which no man can deny *. 

Pamphl. 7hat, the Roman Biſhops held not the orders 
receiv'd by the new Form ſufficiently valid, #s clear from the 
Biſhop of Gloceſter his degrading Ridley only from his 
Presbyterſhip, not his Fpiſcopacy; for ſaith he, We do not 
acknowledge You for a Biſhop. 

Mr. Maſon. * Ridley was conſecrated by the old form, 
* and therefore this ObjeCtion is impertinent,-” 


# Ibid. 6 Ibid. c Maſ. Yindic. Eccl. Angl. 1.2.c. r5. $.10.p 259.Edit.Lond. 1625. 


A. Bp. Br. <Tt may perhaps be objected. that the Di- 
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'  Pamp. T7he ſame Tou mny ſee in Fox concerning Hoo- 
per made Prieſt by the old form, Biſhop by the new, and 
therefore degraded in 0. Mary's days only as a Prieſt. 

Dr. Burnet, © They went upon this Maxim, that Or- 
<« ders given 1n Schiſm were not valid; fo they did not 
* eſteem Ridfey nor Hooper Biſhops, and therefore only 
< degraded them from Prieſthood; tho' they had been 
*<ordain'd by their own forms, ſaving only the Oath of 
* Obedience to the Pope *. 

Pamph. Again, Mr. Bradford made Prieft by the new 
form, and therefore in his condemnation not degraded at all, 
but treated as a mere Laick, 

A. Bp. Br. © Popiſh Biſhops are no competent wit- 
*nefles to give evidence concerning the Orders of Pro- 
*teſtants. If one of us ſhould urge a Determination 
*1n either of our Univerſities againſt them in a point 
* of Controverſy, agitated between us, for an authen- 
*tic proof, how would He make himſelf merry with 
«Us? Yet we might do the one, as well as he doth the 
* other *, 

Pamphl. Bi/hop Bonner wrote a book, wherein he con- 
tended that the new devisd Ordination of Miniſters was in- 
ſufficient and woid, becauſe no Autority at all was given 
them to offer in the Maſs, the body and blood of our Sa- 
viour Chriſt; but both the Ordainer, and Ordained deſpisd 
and impugnd, not only the Oblation or Sacrifice of the Maſs, 
but- alſo the Real Preſence of the body and blood of Chriſt in 
the Sacrament of the Altar. 

A. Bp. Br. © He faith, We are not orderd to offer .true 
* Sub/tantial Sacrifice, Not expreſly indeed. No more 
* were they themſelves for 800 Years after Chriſt, and 
© God knows, how much longer. No more are the 
* Greek Church, or any other Chriſtian Church, except 
« Burn, Hiſt,V.2.p.290. 6 Proteſt, Ordin.def. againſt S.N. Tom,4.Diſc.7.p. 1006. 


«ing; a Commemorative Sacrifice, or a memorial of the 
* Sacrifice of the Croſs; a Repreſentative Sacrifice, or a 
repreſentation of the Paſſion of Chriſt before the Eyes 
* of his Heavenly Father; an mpetrative Sacrifice, or 


* an impetration of the fruit and benefit of his Paſ- 


*fion by way of Real prayer; and laſtly, an App/icative 
* Sacrifice, or an application ofhis merits unto our Souls. 
*Let him that dare, go one ſtep farther then We do; 
and fay, that it is a Supplerory Sacrifice, to lupply the 
© defeQts of the Sacrifice of the Croſs. Orelfe, let them 
* hold their peace, and ſpeak no more againſt us 1n this 
* point of Sacrifice for ever *. 

Pamp. Thoſe, who are truely ordain'd, yet, if in an He- 
retical or Schiſmatical Church, their true Orders as to the 
Exerciſe of them are unlawful ;, and ſo, unleſs a Church be 
firſt clear 4 from Hereſy and Schiſm, theſe Orders are not 
rightly' employed in it. | | 
A. Bp. Br. *Firit T deny that the Prote//ant Biſhops 
* did revolt from the Catholic Church; Nay they are 
* more Catholic than the Roman-Catholics themſelves. 
©Secondly, I deny that the Proteſtant Biſhops are He- 
*retics. Thirdly, I deny that they are guilty | of 
*Schiſm. Fourthly, IT deny that the Autority of our 
* Proteſtant Biſhops was ever reſtrain'd by the Catho- 
*lic Church. Fifthly, No ſentence what/oever , of 
'**whomſoever, or of what crime /oever can obliterate 
* the Epiſcopal CharaCGer, which 1s indeleble, nor difa- 
* ble a Biſhop from Ordaining, ſo far as to make the 
* Act invalid *. | 


2 Bp, Bramhal's Works. Tom, I. Diſc. 3. c, 9. p. 255. 6 Ibid. Diſc, 7; p. 990. 


© the Roman, at this day. Yet they acknowledg themto® 
* berightly Ordain'd, and admit them to exerciſe all the * 
* Offices of Prieſtly Fun&tion in Rome it ſelf, We acknow-' 3 
« ledge an Euchariftical Sacrifice of praiſe and thankſgiy- 
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Poms: 7 Tho T do not $i fate. the Quefion; IPhether 
Fs had ſuch due Ordination and Ordainers as to be tru- 
iy and eſſentially Biſhops, yet their Ordination , and In- 
trodudtion; if valid, ſeems ſeveral ways uncanonical and un- 
lawful. 

A. Bp. Br. ©For the Canons, we maintain that our 
*form of Epiſcopal Ordination hath the ſame Eflen- 
* tlals with the Roman, but in other things of infe- 

*rior allay- it difftereth from it. The Papal Canons 

*were never admitted for binding Laws in Enzland, 
*farther then they were receiv'd by our ſelves, and 
* incorporated into our Laws; but our Ordination is 
«conformable to the Canons of the Catholic Church. 
* And for our Statutes, the Parliament hath anſwer d 
* that Objeion ſufficiently, ſhewing clearly that the 
* Ordination of our firſt Proteſtant Biſhops was /e- 
*gal; and for the walidity of it, we crave no mans 
«favour + | 

Pamph. They came many of them into the places of 0- 
thers unjuſily expell'd. 

A. Bp. Br. © This 1s ſaying, but we expect proving *. 

Pamph. Neither the major part nor any, ſave one, of the 
former incumbent Biſhops conſented to their Ele@ion or Or- 
dination. 

Dr. Bur. *Tf Ordinations or Conſecrations upon the 
*King's Mandate be invalid, which the Paper drives 
* ' at, then all the Ordinations of the Chriſtian-Church 

*are alſo annul'd, fince for many Ages they were all 
** made upon the Mandates of Emperors and Kings. 
* By which You may ſee the great weakneſs of this 
* Argument <. 

Pamph. No Metropolitan can be made without the con- 


« Ibid. Tom, 1. Diſc. 5. Cap. $. P.471.'! c Dr. Burnet's Vindic, of our Ordi- 
6 Ibid. nations p. 99. - 
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ſent of the Pgtriarch ,, but Arch-Biſhop Parker was or- 
dain'd withoyt and againſt the conſent of the Patriarch. 

A. Bp. Br. © The Britiſh Iſlands neither were, nor 
* ought to be ſubjeA to the JuriſdiQion of the Ro- 
<man Patriarch, as I have ſufficiently demonſtra- 
ted =. 

Painph. Neither did be receive any Spiritual Furiſdi- 
Aion at all from any Eccleſiaſtical Superior, but merely 
that, which the Queen ( a Lay-Perſon) by her Delegates 
in this Employment did undertake to conferr upon him. 

r. Bur, © All Conſecrations in this land are made 
«by Biſhops, by the power that is inherent in them; 
© only the King gives orders for the Execution of that 
* their power. Therefore all, that the Queen did:in the 
« caſe of, Matthew Parker, and the Kings do ſince, was 
*to\ command ſo many Biſhops to exerciſe a power 
* they had from Chriſt in ſuch or ſuch Inſtances *. 

Pamph. Which Delegates of hers were none of them at 
that time poſſes? of any Dioceſs, Barlow and Scory being _ 
then only Biſhops Ele of Chicheſter, and Hereford; and 
Coverdale, never after admitted or elefed to any; and Hoſ- 
kins a Suffragan. | - 

A. Bp. Br. * The Office and Benefice of a Biſhop are 
* two diftin& things ; Ordination is an a&t of the Key 
*of Order, and a Biſhop uninthrond may ordain, as 
*well as a Biſhop inthron'd. The Ordination of Suf- 
* fragan Biſhops, who had no peculiar Biſhopricks, was 
*always reputed as good in the Catholic Church ( if 
*the Suffragan had Epiſcopal Ordination ) as the Or- 
**dination of the greateſt Biſhops in the world <. 

Pamph. Nor had they had Dioceſes, could have had 


« Bramhal's Works, Tom. I. Diſc. 2. | « Bramhal's Works. Tom. 1. Diſc. fo of 
Cap. 9+ P. 128. Ce 5. P+ 452. Fi 
6 Vindic. of Ord. p. 8g. | 
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=” larger Juriſdidtion fave within theſe; at leaſt, be- 
hs. /oigle Bs conld have no a oien Ye 
'. dition, which yet they confer d on Parker, wot on their 

own ſure, but on the Queen's Score. 
Dr. Bur. © Does he believe himfelf, who ſays that 
* none can Inſtall a Biſhop in a Juriſdiction above him- 
* ſelf? Pray then, who inveſts the Popes with their 
* Juriſdiction? Do not the Cardinais do it, and are not 
* they as much the Pope's Suffragans, fas Hodes&kms was 
* Canterburie's ? ſo that if inferiors cannot inveſt one 
* in a Superior Juriſdiaton, then the Popes can have 
* none legally, fince they have their's from the Car- 
< dinals, that are inferior in Furifdiftion. There are 
*two things to be cenſiderd in the Confecration of a 
* Primate, the one is giving him the Order of a Bi- 
* ſhop, the other is inveſting him with the Furifdt- 
* &ion of a Metropolitan. For the former all Biſhops 
*are equal in Order ; none has more or leſs then ano- 
«ther; ſo that the Conſecrators of Matthew Parker 
* being Biſhops by their Order, they had ſufficient Au- 
*tority to Conſecrate him. As for the Juriſdiction 
* of Metropolitans, Primates, and Patriarchs, 1t has no 
« Divine Inſtitution; it roſe upon the divifion of Pro- 
< yinces, and the Kings of He/?ern Churches did firſt 
*give thoſe Preheminences to ſome Towns and 
** DEC *. 

Pamph. But then might not She at pleaſure take 
away, and ſtrip Parker again of all that Furiſdiftion, 
which he held only on her gift ? 

4. Bp. Br. ©* We hold our Benefices by humane right, 
* our Offices of Priefts and Biſhops both by divine 
* right, and humane right. But put the caſe we did 

* hold: our Biſhopricks only by humane right, 1s it 


# Vindic. of Ord. p, 77. &c. | 
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* Prince may juſtly take away from his Subjects any 
_ * thing, which: they hold by humane right ? If one 
«* Man take from another that, which he holds juſtly 
« by the Law-of Man, he is a thief and a robber by 
*the Law of God-. 

Pamph. But the Autority of theſe Ordamers ſland- 
ng good, one or two Biſhops 1s not a competent Num- 
ber for Ordination. 

£2. Bp. Br. ** The Commiſſion for their Conſecration 
*limited the Conſecrators to four, when the Canons of 
* the Catholic Church require but 7hree. Three had 
" © been enough to make a valid Ordination, yea, tomake 

© a Canonical Ordination®. 

Pamph. The Form of the Ordination of theſe new 
Biſhops, as it was made in Edward the 6ths time, [0 
t Twas revok'd by Synod 772 Queen Mary's days, and 
by uo Synod afterwards reſtor d before ther Oralt- 


aation. 


Dr. Burn. ©Tt is a common place, and has been hand-_ 


_ ©led by many Writers, how far the Civil Magiſtrate 
'* may make Laws, and give commands. about Sacred 

things. The Prelates and the Divines by the Auto- 
* rity, they had from Chriſt, and the warrant they had 
*from Scripture, and the Primitive Church made the 
** Alterations and Changes in the Ordinal ; and the 
_ King and Parliament who are veſted with the Su- 

* preme Legiſlative power added their Autority to 


*them to make them Obligatory on the Subject, Let 


*theiſe Men declare upon their. Conſciences, if there 
* be any thing they defire more earneſtly, than ſuch 


an Act for Authorizing their own Forms; and would 


s Bramhal's Works, Tom. 7. Diſc.\5.; 6 Ibid, Tom, I. Diſc. 5. c. 5. p. 451+ 
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” *©they make any Scruple to accept of it, if they might 
«have it *? 

Pamph. But this Form Twas revokd alſo by an Aft 
of Parhament in 9ugen Mary's days, and not by any 
AG reſtor'd till long after the Ordination of Queen 
Elizabeths firſt Biſhops. viz, m 8. Ehz. 1. upon Bon- 
ner's urging hereupon, that the Queens were no Legal 
b2ſhops. | | 

Pampblet, it ſelf in the next Page: © The new Ordi- 
*nal (when Arch-Biſhop Parker was to be Conſecrated 
* by zt) did not want ſufficient Lay-licenſe, having the 
* Queens, nor had the Parliament been defeQive in re- 
* licenſing it, for which ſee Biſhop Bramhal. 

Pamph. For /uch Con/iderations as theſe it ſeems it 
was, that the Queen in her Mandate for the Ordina- 
tron of her new Arch-Biſhop Parker, was glad out of 
her Spiritual Supremacy and Univerſal Juriſdiftion, of 
which Juriſdiftion one Aft is that of Ordaming to 

apenſe, and give them leave to diſpenſe, to them- 
febves, with all former Church-Laws, which ſhould be 
ao in the eleding, and conſecrating, and mwve- 
fling of this Biſhop. 

4. Bp. Br. © There 1s a double power Eccleſiaſtical, 
«of Order, and of Juriſdiction. Which two are 1ſo 
* different the one from the other, as themſelves 
* both teach and practiſe, that there may be true Or-. 
* ders without Eccleſiaſtical Juri/aidon, and an aqtu- 
' *al Zuri/di&ion without Holy Orders. He leayes the 
*Orders in the plain field, to buſy himſelf about the 
* power of 7ar;/di&10n, which is nothing to the Que- 
*ſtion. That which the Statute calls the -4utority of 
«7uri/diftion, 1s the coercive and compulſory power of 
* ſummoning the Kings Subjects by Proceſſes, which 
&. Bur. Vindic, of Ordin. p. 51. &c. | 
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© <©*them to others; He need not fear our deriving our 
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'- 45s indeed from the Crown. The Kings of Englavd 


* neither have any power of the Keys, nor can derive 


© Orders from them =. As for the ” 04 clauſe, 
_ © it doth not extend at all to the Inſtitution of Chrift, 
* or any Eſſential of Ordination, nor to the Canons of 
© the Univerſal Church, but only to the Statutes, and 
© Ecclefiaſtical Laws of Eme/and. The Commiſlioners 
** authoriz'd by theſe Letters Patent to Confirm and 
© Conlecrate Arch-Biſhop Parker, did make uſe of 
«* the Swpplentes or Diſpenſative power, in the Con7rr- 
*z2a710# of the Election, which 1s a Political Act (as 
** appears by' the words of the Confirmation) but not 
*in the Conſecration, which is a purely Spiritual At, - 
- *and belongeth merely to the Key of Order *. - 
Pamph. Notwith/tanding this Regal Diſpenſation 
a. Statute was afterwards made | 8. Elz. 1.c.] to take 
away all Scruple, Ambiguity, or doubt concerning theſe © 
Conſfecrations. 
£4. Bp. Br. ©It was only a Declaration of the Par- 
*liament , that all the Objections, which theſe Men 
* made againſt our Ordinations were flanders and ca- 
<lumnies; and that all the. Biſhops which had been 
* ordaind in the Queen's time had been rightly qr- 
©daind according to the Form preſcrib'd by the Church 
* of Emg/and, and the Laws of the Land. Theſe Men 
<* want no confidence, who are not aſham'd to cite this 
«Statute i. this caſe *. 
 T have tranſcribd the very words of the Authors, 
to ſhew the importunity of theſe Men, who are not 
aſhamd to tranſcribe not only the »zatter, but the 
very form of thoſe Arguments, which have beers ſo 


# Tom. 4. Diſc. 7. p. 1020. & Tom. 1, Diſc. 5. 6. 5. p. 453. «c Ibid. p. 439» 


t one thing; 
new in this Chapter , which ſeems as if reſery'd for this © 
Writer. He would prove that the Queen's diſpenſa-- 
tion rElates' not to her own Laws, but to the Laws 
of the Catholic Church. The words in the Com: - 
miſſion are Supplentes exc. Sigurd deſit, aut deerit 
eorum que per Statuta hujus regn aut per leges Ec- 
clefrafticas requiruntur. So that the Clauſe - extends 
only to the Statutes and Eccleſiaſtical Laws of this 
Kingdom; as the Learned * Primate underſtands it. 
But this Author with his wonted ingenuity omits the. 
words, per Statuta hujus Regmi, and then conſtrues 
the Leges Eccle/1a/ticas, to be the Laws not of the 
Enghſh, but the Univerſal Church. 


often confuted. But there is, I confeſs, 


1 Reph to Chapter the 13". 


Reply to his former Chapters has made any 
Conſideration of this needleſs. He ſuppoſes he 
has prov'd that the Reformation was not effe&ted by 
the major part of thc Clergy; and I may be allowd to 
ſuppoſe, that he has not provd it. He has indeed 
fermd that it had not Synodical Autority under 
King Edward, and Queen E/zaberh; and he had not. 
ventur'd much. farther, had he affirmd, that there 
never were ſuch Princes. In this Chapter he has 
found Six Proteſtant Divines who are of Opinion, that ' 
 Prmces may in caſes extraordinary LO Reform 

without or againſ} a major part of ther Clergy. He 
is very large in proving, that they have deliverd this 


- #@ A. Bp. Br. W.T. I. Diſc. 5. C 5. p. 453- 
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"We think. It 1 1 


Inſtance of the, 


Clergy, and. fo that Inſtance is..conk ods” gs Dc 
rence to..his ' arix4>m_ :1s a new way -© pf THO: | mggbut 
perhaps not altogether irrational, ſince his-Atgimepts 
are as likely to operate with Us whilſt cond In'$.46 
his Desk, - as if they - were 'urg'd from. a 
As long . as the Sacred Hiſtory of Hezechiah's and 
Jojiah s Reformation ſhall be preſerv'd ,-this Prero- 

gative of Godly Princes will need no other defence. 
The particulars of the Parallel have been 10: exact- 

ly drawn in a * Diſcourſe lately reprinted, that a- 


ny farther attempt would be a Preſumption. It may 


be enough to ſay that He who denies that the 92ajor 
part of the Guides of the Jewiſh Church errd, muſt 


alſo denie Chriſt, fince by ſuch Church- Autority he - 
was rejected. He, who will determine the Prince to 
judge allways with the majority of Church-Gaides, o- 
bliges him in E/ahs time to eſtabliſh Baak/m; and 


at other times Catve-worſhip. He who can excuſe the 


Kings of Judah for not conſulting with thoſe Prieſts, 
who were guilty of /dol/atry, becauſe they were ex 


tra Eccle/iam, and he had nothing to do with them, puts 2 


a new Plea into the mouth of the Reformers. 4 

The latter part of the CoxNcLus1oN has been parti- | 
cularly ſpoke to by the -47tmadverter ; the former + 
part depends altogether on the unpubliſh'd Tra&s of | 
Church-Government. He takes his farewel of the Re- 
form'd Religion with this Obſervation, That, tho' at 
the firs ( perhaps out of novelty) it made a wonder- 


« Dr. Steward's Sermon Preach'd at Paris, Reprinted Lond. 1687. 


Tt 7 RG « —__ 7 growth, Tel #1 te it ; hath raven R 
loft tn and 1s grown decrepit and much "abated *: 
of it s former bulk aud Stature. T leave the Author 
' to conſider, Whether this Argumetit be not bor- 
row'd. from the Jew. It is a ſurprizing* inſtance , * 
how intent our Adverſaries are upon the Intereſt of : 
a Faction, when they urge ſuch Obje&ions againſt * 
the Reformation, as equally affe& our common Chr:- 
Sanity. 


C 


\ | $ 


The Cloſe. 


HIS Church-Governor has now been examin'd 
through-out : Of the ſtrength of his -4:guments, 
25d the Autority of his Hz//ory , the Reader has by 
_ time . determind. Great things were. diſcourſt 
of; this piece, whilſt it threatned us from the Preſs ; 
but it has ſeen the world, and our Church is. not yet 
| overturn'd. It is to be hop'd that thoſe well-mean- 
Ing Gentlemen, who hence expected {uch. an increaſe 
. of their Numbers, Ao not owe to this their own Con- 
;, verſion. I cannot tell with what degree of Eſteem others 
may entertain this Relation; I who have read it through 
_ _ (apleceof diligence which few can boaſt of ) muſt con- 
* -feſs to have diſcover'd nothing ſo eminent in the _ 
Writer, as an undaunted Courage , and preſence of _ 
- +. Mind. For=*there is not the leaft diſtruſt fignified, - 
where the Fictions are moſt bold and open'; the groſ© 
" 6 Hlſhoods being deliver'd with all the ſecurity and _ 
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der to think ſo foul pratices confiſtent with ſo much 


| - unconcernedneſs; and nothing but a Converfation with 


ſome Authors could excuſe ſuch a Suſpicion from be- 
ingruncharitable. 
for' that, 'of which they prove the dire& contrary; 
of 2m diſtin@y cited, which never were extant ; 
matters of faQ-barely 'denyed, which all Hiſtory aſ- 
-*fures Us of; is rather: apt to miſtruſt his own Un- 


ſtanding. ,- then to paſs ſo ſevere a Judgment , as 


ſuch dealings deſerve ; But how incredible ſoever theſe 
_ praftiſes appear in the Theory, yet the Reader 
may, if he pleaſe, fatisfy himſelf that they are not 
4 99 chargd : Nor indeed would I hope that 
- He ſhould believe them from me, without conſultin 

my :44thority- - I was my 1elt willing at firſt to think 
| Hmlittle converſant in our Ecclefrattical Hiltorians ; 
- but a narrower peruſal infornid me, that his peculiar 
excellenee lay in an intimate acquaintance with.t- ſe 


(080k He ſeems to h*ve ſtudied them on purpoſe m: 


prepare matter 'of ca; and to have examin'd' e- 


bk 7 palligs with the prejudices of en 442 
 Khe infidions diligence of ' a” 5py. 1 would 
ſwage imvy (elf, that theſe © eh 
a date; that the Counpet never had Opportunity ts 
conſult the lateſt Account of our: Reformation. The 


(OHA of that -Hiſtory would :have og hun to- | 
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pends, © The poſſibility &f his not having ſeen theſe 
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would incline me to a fore fayourable Opinion of 
"4 ſome particulars: but I conſider that the more one 
4 is willing to Apologize for the -Z4thor, the. leſs he i= 


v 


ablo t®cxcule the Pubhſher. 


